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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Integrating communication into the curriculum at all levels of education is an issue 
that continues to confront institutions nationwide, because the professional and vocational 
workplaces demand that college graduates are able to read, write, speak, and listen 
effectively when they graduate (Maimon, 1994; Russell, 1994). Therefore, students are 
expected to learn to these communication skills and strategies at the same time they are 
earning their technical degrees. 
Academia agrees: numerous disciplines argue that effective communication 
abilities-speaking, writing, reading, and listening-are key to graduates' productivity and 
success in their jobs (Donellan & Ross, 1990). However, academia often tries to teach these 
skills primarily in a traditional manner, as part of first-year composition courses. While these 
composition courses may be effective for reviewing basic grammar and mechanics and for 
learning about arguments in personal essays, they do not provide adequate instruction about 
ways to communicate effectively in the professional workplace. 
Workplace communication requires special words and phrases, distinct patterns of 
organizing and presenting information, and particular forms of writing other than typical 
academic term papers and essay questions, for example. Therefore, academia's responsibility 
is twofold: first, to teach technical information essential to each discipline, and, second, to 
teach the conventional forms of communication expected by each discipline. Unfortunately, 
while earning their degree, many students do not have opportunities for exposure to-let 
alone mastery of-the communication conventions required by their discipline. Students' 
lack of exposure to and mastery of disciplinary communication conventions has resulted in 
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the adoption of educational programs and pedagogies specifically designed to address this 
need (Southard, 1988; Gerson & Gerson, 1994; McLeod, 1994). 
Within the past 25 years, institutions across the country, both public and private, two-
year and four-year, have implemented programs within their curricula that offer students 
opportunities to engage in practical, applied, student-centered learning of communication 
skills (Williams, 1989; Fulwiler and Young, 1990). Iowa State University's College of 
Agriculture is no exception. 
Beginning in 1990, Iowa State's College of Agriculture initiated an intensive study of 
the undergraduate curriculum. Eighteen months later, agriculture faculty approved a three-
credit communication-intensive credit requirement for undergraduates throughout the 
college. This communication-intensive requirement was not designed to replace the existing 
writing and speech credits already required, such as English 104 and 105 or Speech 
Communication 212; it was designed as tool to enrich the technical agriculture curriculum 
with discipline-specific communication skills. The decision also proved to be a stepping 
stone for further curricular development within the College of Agriculture: faculty members 
requested help integrating and implementing the communication-intensive requirement. 
To provide this help, the College of Agriculture formed a partnership with the 
Department of English. Faculty with expertise in rhetoric, speech communication, and 
professional communication were chosen to lead the initial faculty development aspect of the 
program. During the summer of 1992, the Department of English consultants studied the 
communication activities already present within the College of Agriculture through faculty 
interviews, assignment/syllabus assessments, and department meetings. In response to their 
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findings, the consultants worked in conjunction with College of Agriculture administrators 
and faculty advisors to design and present a series of faculty development workshops. 
The first year's workshops focused both on determining how communication-
intensive courses would be created and approved as well as on establishing a rhetorical 
approach to communication. Subsequent workshops focused largely on providing "a 
rhetorical, problem-solving approach to oral, visual, and written communication for faculty 
interested in developing and strengthening their skills and strategies for implementing the 
communication-intensive requirement in their courses" (Martin, 1999). 
The continuing partnership between the College of Agriculture and the Department of 
English has resulted in a comprehensive communication-across-the-curriculum program, 
appropriately named AgComm, which was created to provide students the opportunity to 
learn the vital communication skills that make graduates more marketable. 
Statement of the Problem 
Although the AgComm program has existed since the spring of 1992, many graduates 
still cannot communicate at the level demanded by professional agriculturalists, such as those 
in business and industry. Often, graduates do not understand what is expected of them by 
their discipline, or even that disciplinary expectations exist, nor do they know how to 
produce the types of communication expected of them in the business world (Faigley & 
Hanson, 1985; Herrington, 1985; McCarthy, 1987; Cobia, 1986; Anson & Forsberg, 1990; 
Thomas, 1995). 
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However, students alone cannot be blamed for their inadequacies in communication. 
They need information about disciplinary conventions and types of communication that may 
not be part of their undergraduate education. Why? As professionals become ensconced into 
their disciplines, they often take for granted the conventions, expectations, and nuances of 
communication in their disciplines (Russell, 1999). Therefore, not only must faculty raise 
students' awareness of discipline-specific communication, but the AgComm program and its 
administrators must also aspire to continue raising awareness of the importance of 
disciplinary communication conventions among the faculty. To do this effectively, we must 
know how faculty members perceive the ways the current curriculum addresses 
communication within the discipline and within the classroom. 
Purpose and Objectives of the Study 
The overarching purpose of this study is to assess and analyze perceptions regarding 
the integration and use of communication activities and assignments into the undergraduate 
agricultural curriculum as identified by the faculty of the College of Agriculture at Iowa State 
University. Specifically, this study has three objectives: 
( 1) Identify the demographic characteristics of the undergraduate teaching faculty in 
the Iowa State University College of Agriculture. 
(2) Identify specific perceptions of the Iowa State University College of Agriculture 
undergraduate teaching faculty regarding communication skills and their 
integration into technical courses within the agriculture curriculum. 
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(3) Identify the communication content areas and concepts that faculty perceive are 
critical for students to know before entering the workplace. 
Need for Study 
The success and efficiency of the agricultural industry-and the professionals 
themselves-depend on producing skilled individuals who can accurately and easily 
communicate vital information to the traditional agricultural clientele, as well as to the 
general public (Cooper & Bowen, 1989; Scanlon & Baxter, 1993). Hence, the agronomists, 
nutrition specialists, microbiologists, animal scientists, and other technical agricultural 
professionals of today are more than technical experts; they are technical communicators. 
Even in the late 1980s, many_researchers and employers knew how multitalented those 
technical communicators had to be: "Today's technical communicators need an education 
that prepares them to be versatile, adept in several media, quick to size up audiences, 
computer literate, familiar with business practices, and cooperative with fellow workers in 
team projects" (Kalmbach, Jobst, & Meese, 1986). 
Yet, colleges of agriculture in the United States have traditionally been slow to 
address fundamental change and, as a result, may struggle to meet these communication 
needs of the 21 st century (Vietor, John, Thompson, & Kunkel, 1996). Higher education's lag 
in addressing change can be attributed in part to the deeply rooted traditional belief in and 
use of behaviorist theory, believing that learning is a passive process and that a teacher's role 
is to transmit the information to the student. However, students' learning can be extended 
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when students have opportunities to transfer their classroom experience and knowledge to 
practical circumstances. 
Successful knowledge transfer is based on two assumptions: (a) students are at the 
appropriate level of maturity to learn the contextualized information, and (b) students have 
developed the necessary skill competencies to complete an experiential assignment. As 
students mature, their thinking strategies evolve to encompass the critical thinking, advanced 
logic and analysis, and diverse opinions needed to successfully navigate through an 
experiential assignment (Dewey, 1910; Lave & Wegner, 1991). 
True to Deweyan traditions and its ongoing commitment to experiential learning, in 
1992 Iowa State University's College of Agriculture developed and implemented a three-
credit communication-intensive requirement for its curriculum. Department administrators 
and faculty members reviewed the courses submitted by departments to choose those that 
fulfilled the communication-intensive requirements. Courses that met the criteria were 
designated as communication-intensive. Faculty members also nominated additional courses 
that they felt were already communication-intensive in nature. 
Iowa State University's AgComm program developed in response to industry and 
academic needs, and was designed specifically to fill a gap in the curriculum. However, 
although this effort to integrate intensive communication into students' coursework 
responded to an identified need, little concrete evidence exists about the ways in which the 
program has affected teaching and learning in the College of Agriculture. Although the 
program has had widespread anecdotal support and informal assessments were done over the 
past eight years, most specifically in 1996, no empirical assessment of communication within 
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the undergraduate curriculum had been conducted. Thus, the current baseline inquiry can 
accomplish four specific tasks: (a) identify and analyze faculty perceptions about 
communication, class activities, and communication strategies addressed within the 
AgComm program; (b) identify areas for future faculty development; ( c) help modify 
AgComm to be more effective in meeting the needs of Iowa State University undergraduates; 
( d) identify topics for future research into the AgComm program. 
Overall, the results of this particular evaluation can be used to refine AgComm's 
communication-intensive requirement as well as the faculty development component of the 
program so that AgComm better meets the needs of even more students and faculty. 
Researchers agree that accurate reassessment, conceptualization, and readjustment of a 
program's claims, guidelines, and training materials can help to improve program success. 
Consequently, any program that does not assess its value, worth, or productivity on a regular 
basis stagnates creatively, loses effectiveness with students, and loses credibility with 
administrative bodies. Regrettably, researchers also have emphasized that few writing 
program evaluations have successfully produced more than anecdotal evidence (Fulwiler and 
Young, 1990; Farris & Smith, 1992; Walvoord, 1997). Therefore, as funding inevitably 
continues to tighten, programs must justify their existence with more than anecdotal 
descriptions of success and move toward a more formal level of assessment (Farris & Smith, 
1992). 
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Implications and Educational Significance 
Considering the inherent qualitative nature of communication, educators cannot 
diminish the difficulties in assessing a communication program. Assessing a writing or 
communication program involves questions that do not have simple, clear-cut answers; 
therefore, although communication has specific skill sets, assessment tends to be holistic. 
The findings of this study may help develop a picture of faculty needs and the areas where 
AgComm's professional development activities could be strengthened to better serve the 
needs of the students. 
Most important, the study could help paint the picture of agricultural communication 
through a rhetorical lens. Too often, agricultural communication is discussed in terms of 
agricultural journalism, yet that body of research does not sufficiently address the 
situatedness of communication or the conventions required by each discipline. The situated 
learning component of communication is discussed in write-to-learn/learn-to-write literature, 
a rhetorical approach that focuses on the importance of learning disciplinary conventions as 
one part of undergraduate education. This study may expand the agricultural write-to-
learn/learn-to-write conversation to encompass the rhetorical nature of communication, 
which is significant to agricultural curriculum development. 
As the College of Agriculture continues to revise its curriculum to best meet the 
needs of students, business, and industry, a continued focus on learning disciplinary 
communication conventions is vital to the education of Iowa State University students. The 
answers to such an effort could also provide a model for other colleges to follow to gather 
similar information and create and then evaluate targeted programs for their disciplines. 
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Operational Definitions 
For the purposes of this study, the following terms are defined: 
AgComm: The integrated, comprehensive communication program within the College of 
Agriculture at Iowa State University that combines situated socio-cognitive 
development competencies ( communicating to learn) with situated systemic 
development of oral, visual, written and/or electronic communication competencies 
(learning to communicate) within the curriculum. 
Agriculture: "All traditional aspects of the food and fiber system, including but not limited to 
food, agribusiness, forestry, wildlife, recreation, fisheries, range, water, and 
environment, as well as the continuum from food and fiber production to 
consumption and the scientific, educational, and governmental infrastructure" 
(Kunkel & Thompson, 1996, p. 3). 
Assessment: Review and analysis of perceptions, activities, programs, and curriculum of the 
AgComm program. 
Communication activities: In-class or out-of-class, individual, pair, group, or team 
assignment focused on improving one or more oral, visual, written and/or electronic 
communication strategies. 
Communication across the curriculum: A communication program that combines situated 
socio-cognitive development ( communicating to learn) and situated systemic 
development of oral, visual, written, and/or electronic communication competencies 
(learning to communicate) within a curriculum. Abbreviated as CAC. 
Communication-intensive courses: Courses that include the development of communication 
strategies within the context of discipline-specific knowledge. In the College of 
Agriculture at Iowa State University, the Curriculum Committee has approved 
courses of this nature that are officially registered as "communication-intensive." 
Communication strategies: Rhetorical elements and techniques used to create purposeful and 
audience-appropriate communication. 
Conventions: An established technique or practice accepted by a discipline. 
Curriculum: An intersection between the perceived learning needs of the individual students, 
the structure and evolution of knowledge conceived as disciplines and tools for 
learning, and the changing realities, beliefs, values, and ideologies of society 
(Skilbeck, 1990). 
Curriculum development: Selection and organization of activities, experiences, lessons, and 
interactions intended to achieve desired learning outcomes (McNeil, 1996; Townsend 
& Kunkel, 1996). 
Discourse community: "Members of an organizational or intellectual group who share 
specialized kinds of knowledge and textual competence" (Anson & Forsberg, 1990, p. 
202). 
Faculty member: Individuals with teaching appointments in the College of Agriculture at 
Iowa State University responsible for teaching subject-specific information to 
undergraduate students. 
Genre: Typified rhetorical responses to situations or conditions that are defined by cultural or 
social expectations (Miller, 1984; Freedman, 1995). 
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Perception: An immediate judgment or a process of knowing, either by sense(s) or by 
thought. The ability to link what is sensed with past events in order to give meaning 
to situations, as well as an awareness, feeling, and understanding of situations (Van 
Dalen, 1979). 
Program: Sequential activities and assignments that consist of needs analysis, planning, 
instruction, promotion, evaluation, and reporting (Boyle, 1981 ). 
Systemic change: A restructuring and recreating of the system involving four tiers of 
increasing complexity and difficulty of implementation: improving, adjusting, 
visioning, and planning (Vietor et al., 1996). 
Writing across the curriculum: A comprehensive program that integrates curricula into one 
agenda to encourage situated socio-cognitive development (writing to learn) and 
situated systemic development (learning to write) (McLeod & Soven, 1992). 
Abbreviated as WAC. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The primary purpose of this study was to assess and analyze perceptions regarding 
the integration and use of communication activities and assignments in the undergraduate 
agricultural curriculum as identified by the faculty of the College of Agriculture at Iowa State 
University. The specific objectives of the study are threefold: (a) Identify the demographic 
characteristics of the undergraduate teaching faculty in the Iowa State University College of 
Agriculture; (b) Identify the communication content areas and concepts that are critical for 
students to know before entering the workplace; and ( c) Identify the specific perceptions of 
undergraduate teaching faculty in the College of Agriculture at Iowa State University 
regarding communication skills and their integration into technical courses within the 
agriculture curriculum. 
This chapter reviews the relevant literature and provides a theoretical framework for 
the study, beginning with the overarching theory of constructivism, then moving to situated 
cognition-a specific form of constructivism-and last, discussing the classroom application 
of constructivism and situated cognition: writing and communicating across the curriculum. 
These theoretical foundations are essential to understanding this study. 
Constructivism 
A large body of current research supports the belief that "learners are not passive 
recipients of information, but that they construct their own knowledge and skills" (De Corte, 
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1995, p. 98). This research embodies a theoretical base called constructivism or constructivist 
theory. 
What is constructivism? The fundamental idea underlying constructivist theory is that 
students build knowledge and skills for themselves as individuals and as social participants 
based on their past experiences and their interaction with their environments. Learners create 
their own meaning as a result of thinking about and making their own ideas about knowledge 
and information, emphasizing the process of learning and not the product. Constructivism 
requires learners to build knowledge through reflecting about what they are learning, not 
through the passive regurgitation of facts. Constructivists believe that learning is an ongoing, 
engaged, and active process of "constructing meaningful representations, of making sense of 
one's experiential world" (Murphy, 1997b). 
Historically, the constructivist model has been weighed against the more traditional 
behaviorist epistemology. Whether academia viewed knowledge through a behaviorist lens 
or through a constructivist lens had implications on the ways that teachers taught and learners 
learned. While traditional behaviorism centers on the passive transmission and reception of 
knowledge, constructivism emphasizes the active creation of knowledge that is meaningful to 
learners. Recent research confirms that much of education has moved beyond the rigid 
passivity of behaviorism to the more flexible, multiplistic, and dynamic constructivist 
conception of knowledge and learning (Heylighen, 1993). Still, considering the control 
behaviorists continue to have over some areas of education, a pragmatic view of 
constructivism's effect on education is warranted: "Constructivism does not claim to have 
made earth-shaking inventions in the area of education; it merely claims to provide a solid 
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conceptual basis for some of the things that, until now, inspired teachers had to do without 
[a] theoretical foundation" (von Glasersfeld, 1995). Inspired teachers are often those who 
have the most creative methods of teaching, and constructivism requires teachers to use that 
creativity to play many roles in the classroom, such as "coordinators, facilitators, resource 
advisors, tutors, or coaches" (Murphy, 1997b ). Driver, Aasoko, Leach, Mortimer, and Scott 
( 1994) conflated these roles into two primary areas of responsibility: 
The role of the authority figure [in the constructivist environment] has two important 
components. The first is to introduce new ideas or cultural tools where necessary and 
to provide the support and guidance for students to make sense of these for 
themselves. The other is to listen and diagnose the ways in which the instructional 
activities are being interpreted to inform further action. Teaching from this 
[constructivist] perspective is also a learning process for the teacher. (p. 11) 
As recent research has suggested, this learning process requires educators to link their 
knowledge of theory with practice in order to achieve an environment that is active, 
multiplistic, constructive, collaborative, conversational, reflective, supported, situated, and 
purposeful (Hein, 1991; Jonassen, 1991; Jonassen, 1991; Wilson & Cole, 1991; Ernest, 1995; 
von Glasersfeld, 1995; Honebein, 1996). 
The first tenet of constructivist theory is an active learning environment, one in which 
learners are engaged in the learning process by thinking about possible desired results, 
working toward those results, modifying their process if needed, and reflecting on the 
process and its results. Learners develop the skills and knowledge they need to successfully 
work through the learning process through guidance from their teachers, interaction with 
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their peers, the influence of their past experiences and environments, and reflection about 
themselves as individuals and as part of a group. 
Within this active learning environment, constructivists believe that "multiple 
representations, perspectives, and realities" (Murphy, 1997b) exist, and as a result, challenge 
teaching and learning. This second tenet, inherent multiplicity in the learning environment, 
offers learners the opportunity to synthesize new ideas and information in order to 
understand or make meaning for themselves. Learners think and reflect simply at first; 
however, as learners gain general life experiences, are exposed to supportive learning 
environments, and improve their reflective abilities, the meanings they create become more 
refined and elaborate. 
In addition to its multiplistic nature, another tenet of constructivism is that the 
learning environment is collaborative. Learners work and learn together while in typical 
formal classroom environments, as well as in fabricated environments such as learning 
communities. In each environment learners gain knowledge, through individual interactions 
or as groups. 
As learners gain knowledge from each other and from their environments, their 
learning becomes conversational-another tenet-which prompts learners to naturally 
discuss opinions and ideas with others. In the process of discussing these opinions and ideas, 
learners can discover that multiple views exist on every subject (Hein, 1991 ). 
Learners continue this conversation through reflection, another principle tenet of 
constructivism. Although the multiplistic nature of constructivism offers learners many ideas 
and opinions, they must learn to articulate where these views fit within the context of their 
16 
prior knowledge. At this point in the process learners are able to reflect on the new 
representation of information they have created. Dewey (1910) argued that learners must 
work in conjunction with their teacher and their fellow students to find their solutions to the 
problem. When learners reflect on the final representation of information as a whole, 
including the decisions and processes they used, they are better able to transfer this 
knowledge in the future. 
Transfer also requires the tenet scaffolding. Scaffolding is the guidance and support 
learners need to move them beyond their present ability and knowledge to achieve a higher-
level understanding that would not be possible otherwise (Murphy, 1997a; Soloway et al., 
2000). By providing and using scaffolding techniques that allow students to build on prior 
knowledge, teachers can help students-and students can help their peers-learn how to 
create purposeful meaning and communication in their courses. Teachers use scaffolding 
techniques when they provide models or analogies; break the larger task into smaller, more 
manageable parts; create relevance for the student; and advocate student reflection about the 
task. The goal of scaffolding is to allow learners to acquire the know ledge constructs that are 
equivalent to an expert (Soloway et al., 2000). While scaffolding helps learners build the 
mental representations they need to think like experts in their discipline, scaffolding also 
provides students the freedom to view mistakes positively. Rather than allowing students to 
flounder without assistance when they make mistakes, scaffolding techniques offer students 
the support they need to rethink, reorganize, and re-present their ideas. 
Another pivotal tenet of the constructivist view is the importance of creating and 
representing the natural complexity of the community and workplace within a classroom 
17 
(Wilson & Cole, 1991; Jonassen, 1994 ). Critics argue that recreating workplace intricacies is 
impossible. (De Corte, 1995). Nonetheless, teachers are responsible for providing and 
developing activities and assignments that "focus on realistic approaches to solving 
problems" (Jonassen, 1994)-that is, activities and assignments that in some ways simulate 
workplace situations. Thus, when teachers contextualize learning tasks within meaningful 
situations, students understand, apply, and transfer knowledge more appropriately than when 
teachers ask students to memorize abstract information that isn't immediately meaningful or 
relevant to them. 
Contextualizing learning also helps learning be purposeful-the final tenet of 
constructivism-with a defined result. In the constructivist environment, achieving this result 
obligates learners to articulate their goals and reflect on their progress. In the end, intentional 
and purposeful learning environments "represent the natural complexity of the . .. world" 
(Murphy, 1997a). 
Each of these tenets of constructivist theory work together to foster a learning 
environment where students have the opportunity to make meaning of information in a 
manner that is relative to them. 
Several learning philosophies are grounded within constructivism, including "situated 
cognition [learning], anchored instruction, apprenticeship learning, problem-based learning, 
constructionism, exploratory learning" (Murphy, 1997a). While all are connected, situated 
learning is the most relevant philosophy for this study. 
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Situated Learning 
Under the overarching umbrella of constructivism, a body of research has been 
developing since the early 1980s. The pedagogical theory that was the subject of this 
research has been called situated learning, socially shared cognition, everyday cognition, or 
situated experience (Freedman & Adam, 1996). Henceforth, this pedagogical theory is 
referred to as situated learning. 
Situated learning is the process of learning knowledge and skills presented in 
authentic contexts. Research on situated learning continues to expand the definition of 
knowledge and learning beyond the traditional cognitive model. Traditionally, knowledge 
has been viewed as an "abstract entity that resides in the heads of individuals" (Gruber, Law, 
Mandl, & Renkl, 1995, p. 169), while learning has been viewed as either an information-
processing operation (De Corte, 1995) or a stimulus-response reaction (Murphy, 1997b ). 
These traditional definitions of knowledge and learning are restrictive and do not 
acknowledge the depth involved in the learning process. These traditional definitions, Lave 
and Wegner (1991) explain, "view learning as a process by which a learner internalizes 
knowledge, whether 'discovered,' or 'transmitted' from others, or 'experienced in 
interaction' with others." Lave and Wegner also stressed that too many educators believe 
learning is an "unproblematic process of absorbing the given, as a matter of transmission and 
assimilation" (p. 47), which belies the complexity of the learning process. Situated learning 
pedagogy has expanded traditional teaching and learning methods to engage students and 
contextualize information. Collins, Brown, and Newman (1989) outlined the purposes of 
situated learning: 
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First, students come to understand the purposes or uses of the knowledge they are 
learning. Second, they learn by actively using knowledge rather than passively 
receiving it. Third, they learn the different conditions under which their knowledge 
can be applied .... Students have to learn when to use a particular strategy and when 
not to use it (i.e., the application conditions of their knowledge). Fourth, learning in 
multiple contexts induces the abstraction of knowledge, so that students acquire 
knowledge in a dual form, both tied to the contexts of its uses and independent of any 
particular context. (p. 487) 
Based on these purposes, the research indicates that situated learning incorporates 
four main principles: (a) learning is based in ordinary, everyday situations; (b) knowledge is 
acquired within situations and transfers only to similar situations; (c) learning is the result of 
social interaction and collaboration; and ( d) learning can not be separated from the world 
(Brown, Collins, & Duguid, 1989; Collins, Brown, & Newman, 1989; Resnick, 1989; Lave 
& Wegner, 1991; Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995; Gruber et al., 1995; Freedman & Adam, 
1996; Palmer, 2000). 
The first principle of situated learning is that learning is based in ordinary, everyday 
situations. De Corte (1995) emphasizes this position citing the 1989 work of Brown and his 
colleagues as the precursor to DeCorte's statement that "a major implication of this view of 
learning and knowledge is the need to anchor learning in authentic, real-life social and 
physical contexts that are representative of the situations in which students will have to use 
their knowledge and skills afterwards." (p. 100) In another recent perspective about situated 
20 
learning, Bazerman (1995) points out that traditional pedagogical practices seem 
"increasingly thin and pale" compared to "situated engagement." 
The second principle is that knowledge is acquired within situations and transfers 
only to similar situations. Without the ability or the contextual knowledge needed to transfer 
their communication skills into specific applications, thus students are left with the typical 
inexperienced view of writing-a way to express rote memory-a view that Bereiter and 
Scardamalia (1987) called "knowledge-telling." Knowledge telling is repeating the 
information given by an "authority" figure without questioning, contextualizing, or reflecting 
on that information. Brown, Collins, and Duguid (1989) offered a contrary view, believing 
that students learn more effectively when they are exposed to the culture surrounding the 
information: 
Given the chance to observe and practice in situ the behavior of members of a culture, 
people pick up the relevant jargon, imitate behavior, and gradually start to act in 
accordance with its norms. These cultural practices are often recondite and extremely 
complex. Nevertheless, given the opportunity to observe and practice them, people 
adopt them with great success. Students, for instance, can quickly get an implicit 
sense of what is suitable diction, what makes a relevant question, what is legitimate or 
illegitimate behavior in a particular activity. (p. 34) 
Some traditional, generalized models of teaching writing-sometimes found in high-
school English or first-year composition-tend to ignore the idea of situated learning, 
repeatedly approaching writing as "a set of generalizable, mechanical 'skills' independent of 
disciplinary knowledge, learned once and for all at an early age" (Russell, 1994, p. 6). 
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Unfortunately, the generalized, decontextualized nature of these models oftentimes renders 
students ineffective at transferring their communication knowledge to discourse-specific 
applications. Collins ( 1989) agreed: "Students are unable to make use of potential models of 
good writing acquired through reading because they have no understanding of the strategies 
and processes [italics added] required to produce such text." (p. 455) Lave and Wenger 
(1991) agreed with Collins and stressed that even when students know the rules of 
communication, they are not guaranteed the ability to decide when those rules are relevant or 
be able to apply them appropriately. Students' inability to extend the rules of communication 
beyond a specific situation is a dilemma that can cripple inexperienced writers. Whereas 
expert writers understand the process of "organizing [their] ideas about a topic, elaborating 
[the] goals to be achieved in writing, [and] thinking about what [their] audience is likely to 
know or believe about the subject" (Collins et al., 1989, p. 455), conversely though 
inexperienced writers frequently can not replicate this process. Situated learning offers a way 
for inexperienced writers to make these connections. 
Another principle of situated learning pedagogy is that learning is the result of social 
interactions and collaborations. One attempt to provide an engaging learning environment in 
the classroom is the increased pedagogical emphasis on many different types of cooperative 
and collaborative learning: collaborative peer experiences, cooperation between disciplines, 
and co-participation between experts and novices. Much of this pedagogy can be attributed to 
Lave and Wenger's theory that learning is a result of a learner's increased participation within 
a "community of practice" (Lave & Wegner, 1991 ). In other words, learning is constructed as 
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a result of the process of becoming a member of the social and cultural environment 
particular to that group. 
Understanding the social milieu surrounding a community of practice is critical to the 
development of students' knowledge, and is part of the final tenet of situated learning theory: 
learning cannot be separated from the world. The process of becoming a member of a 
disciplinary community requires an awareness of the internal and external relationships, 
power structures, and cultural barriers that exist in each community. Discerning and 
understanding these disciplinary characteristics is a typical, yet difficult, process for every 
neophyte. Freedman ( 1995) explained that learning is a complex cultural process involving 
social interactions and collaborations. 
Recognizing the control that social context has over knowledge and skill acquisition, 
Brown, Collins, and Duguid-the leaders in situated cognition theory-were the first to 
merge the social constructionist ideas of Vygotsky, Leontiev, and Dewey, with Resnick's 
conception of "bridging apprenticeship" and Lave and Wegner' s "legitimate peripheral 
perception" to suggest a model of instruction that allows students to understand their 
disciplinary environment and the tools it uses. 
People who use tools actively rather than just acquire them ... build an increasingly 
rich, implicit understanding of the world in which they use the tools and of the tools 
themselves. The understanding, both of the world and of the tool, continually 
changes as a result of the interaction .... The culture and the use of a tool act together 
to determine the way that practitioners see the world; and the way the world appears 
to them determines the culture's understanding of the world and of the tools. 
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Unfortunately, students are too often asked to use the tools of a discipline without 
being able to adopt its culture. To learn to use tools as practitioners use them, a 
student, like an apprentice, must enter the community and its culture. (p. 33) 
Collins, Brown, and Newman (1989) built on that same research to emphatically 
advocate the criticality of teaching knowledge that is transferable from academia to the 
workplace: "A critical element in fostering learning is to have students carry out tasks and 
solve problems in an environment that reflects the multiple uses to which their knowledge 
will be put in the future." (p. 487) 
With this transfer of knowledge in mind, embedding further sociocultural experiences 
into the production of subsequent communication seems natural. Berkenkotter and Huckin 
(1995) explained that "knowledge production is carried out and codified largely through 
generic forms of writing: lab reports, working papers, reviews, grant proposals, technical 
reports, conference papers, journal articles, monographs." (p. 1) In addition, Freedman 
advocated pragmatic learning in the classroom: "students need to have access to experiences 
outside of the writing classroom-experiences that will inform the nature of the rhetorical 
task-and those experiences should be integrated into their classwork" ( cited in Hill & 
Resnick, 1995, p. 152). 
If transferable learning occurs due to an engaged, situation-bound educational 
environment, the question then becomes how to accomplish this in the classroom. The next 
section focuses on one possible way in which academia creates this type of learning 
environment: writing-across-the-curriculum programs. 
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Writing-Across-the-Curriculum Programs: 
Learning to Write While Writing to Learn 
Educators have been distressed about the writing abilities of students for over 100 
years (Russell, 1991). During the past century, writing has generally been considered an 
automatic, elementary, fixed skill that was learned at a young age. This marginalized view of 
writing has caused complications for both students and teachers: students find writing 
confusing and abstract, and teachers complain that students cannot write even after 
completing the traditional required first-year composition course. 
In his landmark comprehensive history of writing instruction in America, Russell 
(1991) painted a picture of the evolution of writing instruction in higher education. Until 
approximately the 1870s, higher education in America was for the class of elite citizens, the 
rich, upper-class society in America. The students within institutions of higher education 
were homogeneous, similar in social class, educational background, and religious belief. At 
this time, society considered speaking to be the primary and scholar! y form of 
communication. Writing was ranked as a secondary form of communication, a process of 
recording the revered spoken word. Therefore, educators at any level did not consider 
anything more than instruction in handwriting to be necessary (Russell, 1991). 
Following the Civil War, America's system of higher education began to broaden and 
change to encompass the challenges of (a) educating a larger number of students overall, 
both from the upper class as well as the newly recognized middle class and (b) preparing 
these students for traditional and newly created professions. At the same time, new types of 
institutions such as the land-grant universities and technical schools were formed (Anson, 
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1988; Russell, 1991). These new institutions required different genres of writing due to the 
expansion of professional opportunities and audiences. Russell (1991) explains how the 
creation of new professions and the increased diversity of the student population forced 
writing to become a more prominent form of communication: 
America created a host of new professions whose members communicated primarily 
through texts that were never meant merely to be substitutes for oral communication: 
the myriad reports, memoranda, specifications, scholarly articles, ... which modern 
society developed. Professionals in and out of academia now used writing to 
manipulate texts as objects, to be silently studied, critiqued, compared, appreciated, 
and evaluated .... writing became central to organizing production and creating new 
knowledge. Writing was now embedded in ... complex ... social practices carried on 
without face-to-face communication. (p. 4) 
In the 1870s, many changes were made to the structures of higher education 
institutions in order to accommodate these new challenges-changes that expanded the 
influence and responsibility of the institutions. However, these changes did not encompass 
writing instruction. Higher education continued to categorize writing as a "single, 
generalizable skill learned once and for all ... rather [than] a complex and continuously 
developing response to specialized text-based discourse communities, highly embedded in 
the differentiated practices of those communities" (Russell, 1991, p. 5). Education's failure to 
adapt its teaching practices to meet the challenges of writing's new importance in education 
has continued to haunt students, teachers, and employers to this day. 
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Although educators have attempted to remedy students' writing deficiencies in many 
ways throughout the past century, students' abilities continue to be cause for concern and 
complaint. The most popular attempt at student remediation was the general composition 
course. During the past century, composition became the most deep-rooted fixture in higher 
education. However, midway through the century, many educators began to see that although 
composition courses have their place, they do not necessarily ameliorate students' writing 
difficulties. As a result, some educators began to investigate alternative pedagogies, which 
began a movement toward cross-curricular writing programs (Anson, 1988; Russell, 1991 ). 
During the 1960s-which Maimon (1994) called a "pivotal decade in the teaching of 
writing in the United States" (p. 13)-America again faced an educational crisis similar to 
the 1870s: increased enrollments, a surge in the number of institutions, and new professional 
roles muddied the academic waters. Whereas in the 1870s academia responded to the crisis 
mostly by implementing traditional composition courses, almost 100 years later academia 
made plans to go one step further: to integrate writing into the disciplines as a teaching tool 
and learning strategy (Russell, 1991). These plans eventually formed the "most widespread 
and sustained reform movement in cross-curricular writing instruction" (Russell, 1991, p. 
272) called writing across the curriculum. 
The impetus of the writing-across-the-curriculum movement is most often credited to 
James Britton's influential works of the 1970s entitled Language and Learning and The 
Development of Writing Abilities ( 11-18 ). The work of Britton and his British colleagues 
organized the theory base and provided a name for the movement-writing across the 
curriculum or WAC (Anson, 1988; Russell, 1991; Martin, 1992). 
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The philosophy of WAC programs is grounded within certain fundamental principles 
that persist throughout the research: (a) the process of writing promotes deeper learning of 
subject matter; (b) students can only communicate effectively within their disciplines when 
they understand and practice the discourse conventions of their disciplines; ( c) students must 
be engaged in the writing process throughout their education to be most effective; (d) the 
academic community bears a responsibility to incorporate writing in every discipline; and ( e) 
writing instruction must be interdisciplinary. 
The writing process promotes deeper learning 
The first principle of WAC is that actively participating in the process of writing 
promotes deeper learning of the subject matter. In her seminal article, Writing as a Mode of 
Learning (1977), Emig stressed that because students must actively make connections, 
integrate ideas, and record this work, writing serves as an excellent and "unique" learning 
strategy, not just a mode of communication. Emig argued that the act of writing allows 
thoughts to develop and mature in a way that speaking cannot, even though speaking is an 
important part of the thought process. In addition, writing creates a record of thoughts that 
can be revisited and revised when the author chooses. 
At the same time Emig published her groundbreaking work, another leader in what 
would become the WAC movement emerged: Mina Shaughnessy published the influential 
Errors and Expectations (1977), which a "model of cross-disciplinary scholarship" ( cited in 
Maimon, 1994, p. 15). Shaughnessy's work described her collaboration with colleagues as 
they worked to reform their curricula through the use of student-centered, communication-
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based pedagogy. Shaughnessy and her colleagues found that using active, collaborative, 
teaching strategies involving communication within the classroom were often more effective 
than the traditional passive transmission approaches to learning. They also found that 
students' writing errors offered a unique opportunity for learning, in which students were 
able to see what did not work in their writing processes and they were able to explore ways to 
fix their errors in collaboration with their peers and instructors. Like Emig, Shaughnessy 
believed that writing was a process of discovery. 
The writing process engages students' minds and facilitates thinking about the subject 
matter. Writing requires thinking about the connections and relationships between pieces of 
information. The thinking stage is such a crucial underpinning of the writing process that 
without it the written word is disjointed and unclear. This concept is supported by Vygotsky 
(1962) who argued that "thought is born through words ... thought unembodied in words 
remains a shadow." (p. 153) Drawing on the work of Vygotsky, Britton (1975)-a leader of 
the British WAC movement-asserted that the inescapable foundation of the writing process 
is "explaining the matter to oneself' (p. 28) and that without that explanation, written 
information doesn't mean as much, if anything at all. 
Effective disciplinary communication is a result of conventions 
The second principle of WAC is that students can only communicate effectively 
within their disciplines when they understand and practice the discourse conventions of their 
disciplines. When students first begin their study of a discipline they enter an 
"apprenticeship" phase (to borrow Lave and Wegner' s term). In the beginning, students are 
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apprentices of the teachers, who serve as the experts in the discipline. From the experts 
(teachers), the apprentices (students) must learn what is acceptable language and what 
information is important. As students become accustomed to the discourse of the discipline, 
they "know what is worth communicating, how it can be communicated, what other members 
of the community are likely to know about that topic, how members of the community can be 
persuaded, and so on" (Faigley, 1985, p. 20). This is the crux of the notion that learning to 
write is a result of an ongoing conversation between "self and society, which can transform 
both, but only if students learn how disciplines are constituted through their discourse" 
(Russell, 1991, p. 294-5). 
Learning to read, write, and understand the discourse of a student's discipline engages 
the student more than when he or she simply tries to memorize the information. Peritz (1994) 
argued that "through writing, more students will come to recognize that [learning is] really 
all about discourse and not the memorization of information; in so doing, these students will 
learn more about the disciplines and about what it takes to move up in this world, to qualify 
for membership in the professional class." (p. 439). 
Nonetheless, because writing instruction in America has traditionally been confined 
within formal composition courses and routinely used only as a form of examination, it has 
never become a pivotal element of disciplinary study. Russell (1994) maintained that these 
disparate views toward writing have created a "central contradiction" in education: 
"[education's] organizing principle-disciplinary specialization-recognizes no integral role 
for writing, and . . . disciplines have resisted the sharing of responsibility for writing 
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instruction; yet schools and colleges are expected to teach students to write in ways 
sanctioned by the disciplines." (p. 5) 
Students must be engaged in the writing process throughout their education 
The third principle of WAC is that students must be engaged in the writing process 
throughout their education to be most effective. Like foreign language ability, writing ability 
stagnates and even withers without use and practice. Any long-term development of writing 
ability depends greatly on ongoing practice. Anson (1988) reminds academia that Britton's 
influential 1975 study found that "as students moved upward in their school years, the range 
of functions their writing served became increasingly narrow, lessening their chances to use 
writing expressively or as a vehicle for learning unfamiliar material." (p.10) Consequently, 
the tradition of teaching students how to use rhetorical elements in first-year composition 
courses, but then not requiring successive writing instruction throughout their education is a 
disservice to students. 
Engaged, active learning-in this case, writing-offers students the opportunity to 
learn at a deeper, more fulfilling level; however, engaged learning is not a strategy that 
students are often used to in education. Therefore, they must continue to practice writing 
throughout their education in order to gain the most benefits from writing. 
Academia is responsible for incorporating writing in every discipline 
Another principle of WAC is that the academic community bears a responsibility to 
incorporate writing in every discipline. The marginalization of disciplinary writing practices 
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is unfortunate as it causes frustration and confusion for students. However, the inexplicit 
nature of disciplinary discourse often is not intentional. Jolliffe and Brier (1988) explain 
some of the difficulty: 
The process of coming to know one's audience as a discourse community is often 
difficult, in part because experienced writers [teachers] in the discipline often do not 
consciously think about their use of the community-specific kinds of discourse 
competence and teach them to their students. (p. 41) 
Although faculty customarily understand the dialectic nature of their disciplines, they 
are often unconscious of their knowledge. In turn, this affects their perceived ability to teach 
the language of their discipline (Walvoord & Smith, 1982). If faculty have not explicitly 
acknowledged that they understand the communication conventions of their disciplines, they 
may not realize that, in fact, they do know the conventions and that they can-and must-
teach these conventions to their students. Faculty must also teach their students to see the 
connections between their discipline and the communication strategies it requires. 
To teach students the discourse of a professional elite is often a crucial part of 
initiating them into the profession; to exclude them from such discourse is to make 
that initiation more difficult, if not impossible .... Faculty are rarely held formally 
responsible by institutions for initiating students into the discourse of their disciplines 
(and therefore of the professional roles tied to them). And, thus, disciplines have 
found it easy to ignore the role that writing plays in students' preparation for and 
admission to the professions. (Russell, 1991, p. 26-28) 
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Acknowledging the critical connection between discourse and the process of 
professional initiation may help faculty to recognize the expert knowledge they can impart to 
students. 
Writing instruction must be interdisciplinary 
The last WAC principle identified in the literature is that writing instruction must be 
interdisciplinary to be most effective. Students cannot simply understand the writing 
conventions of their disciplines; they must also be able to extend that knowledge to make 
connections and write appropriately outside of their disciplines. Learning to write for a 
scientific community that understands the jargon and the inherent principles underlying 
students' writing is one thing, but writing so a layperson can read and understand their 
message is quite another. "The-writing-across-the-curriculum movement has taught us to 
teach writing and reading as ways to connect what students know with what they are 
learning, subject with object, experience with knowledge, the personal with the public" 
(Maimon, 1994, p. 18). Students write for many reasons, but what they write is based on the 
connections they have made between new and prior knowledge, all of which is situated 
within various social, disciplinary, and organizational contexts. The breadth of these contexts 
requires the teaching of writing to be interdisciplinary. "Because writing within a discipline 
defines and manifests fundamental processes within the discipline, the teaching of writing 
must be the responsibility of every scholar in every field" (cited in Smith, 1983). As writing 
explicates the processes within a discipline, it also helps to clarify and explain the 
connections between disciplines. 
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The extension of WAC 
The five WAC principles can be extended to other modes of communication, such as 
speaking, reading, visualizing, and listening. In addition, electronic communication is 
another form of communication that incorporates each of the aforementioned principles and, 
in turn, should be included in this extension; therefore, writing across the curriculum 
becomes communication across the curriculum (CAC). 
These principles have guided and shaped the variety of WAC and CAC programs that 
have been implemented across the country as part of many disciplines (see Parrish, 
Brumback, & Squires, 1985; Cobia, 1986; Blank, 1988; Sims, 1989; Wechsler, 1989; 
Wiebold, 1990; Firman, 1992; Smith, 1993, for more discussion). Many individual 
disciplines under the agricultural umbrella are leading the agriculture industry in 
incorporating communication activities into their curricula: 
• Agricultural Education (see Cobia, 1986; Jones, 1987; Stewart, 1987; York, 1988; 
Flowers & Reaves, 1991; Elefson, 1992; Smith, Charley, & McCall, 1993, for 
more discussion), 
• Agronomy (see Brumback, Squires, & Parrish, 1985; Parrish, et al., 1985; Sims, 
1989; Wechsler, 1989; Anderson, 1990; Wiebold, Buehler, & Scott, 1990; 
Wiebold & Duncan, 1991, for more discussion) 
• Forestry (see Blank, 1988; Daniels & Reed, 1992; Wellman, McMullen, & 
Hirsch, 1990, for more discussion), and 
• Horticulture (see Berghage & Lownds, 1991; Boufford, 1993; Wehner, 1993, for 
more discussion). 
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As these programs continue to evolve they will further expand the influence of 
writing- and communication-across-the-curriculum programs. 
Summary 
A review of the literature provided substantial documentation that learning to 
communicate within a discipline was a critical component of knowledge building, which 
needed to be fully integrated into subject-matter curriculum. 
This study built upon literature pertaining to constructivism, situated learning, and 
writing across the curriculum. The theories in these areas maintained that learning was 
enhanced when subject matter was made relevant to students and was situated within an 
accurate and realistic context. The literature also showed that communication was an 
effective pedagogical approach to teaching subject matter-an approach that went beyond 
simple rote memory to augment and refine the knowledge base of students. 
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Research Questions 
Based on the review of literature and the original goals of Iowa State University's 
AgComm program, the following research questions framed the study and provided the basis 
for analyzing the data: 
(1) What are the demographic characteristics of the Iowa State University College of 
Agriculture faculty? 
(2) What are faculty perceptions regarding the integration of communication into the 
discipline and technical classes? 
(3) How does the curriculum-through communication concepts, strategies, 
activities, and assignments-reflect faculty concern/interest about communication 
in their courses? 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
At the time of this study, improving the communication abilities of graduates 
continued to be a critical issue for institutions nationwide (Maimon, 1994; Russell, 1994 ). 
Educators across the country acknowledged the critical relationship between effective 
communication strategies to graduates' professional success, but most had mixed opinions 
regarding whose responsibility it was to teach those strategies. The discussion persists at 
Iowa State University. 
The overarching purpose of this study is to assess and analyze baseline data regarding 
the integration and use of communication activities and assignments into the undergraduate 
agricultural curriculum as identified by the faculty of the College of Agriculture at Iowa State 
University. Specifically, this study has three objectives: 
( 1) Identify the demographic characteristics of the undergraduate teaching faculty in 
the Iowa State University College of Agriculture. 
(2) Identify specific perceptions regarding communication and its integration into 
technical courses within the agriculture curriculum of the Iowa State University 
College of Agriculture undergraduate teaching faculty. 
(3) Identify the communication content areas and concepts that were important for 
students to know before entering the workplace. 
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Design 
This study used a descriptive research design because of its capacity to determine the 
"nature of a situation as it exists at the time of the study" (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1990, p. 
381). The information gathered from this descriptive research study serves as a baseline for 
further research and may assist the College of Agriculture with decisions regarding 
integrating communication into the curriculum and more specifically, the AgComm program 
itself. 
Population and Sample 
The population for this study consisted of undergraduate faculty with teaching 
appointments in the College of Agriculture at Iowa State University. The official list of 
faculty used for the study was obtained from the office of the Dean of Agriculture, which 
identified 385 faculty members. However, this list did not differentiate between faculty with 
teaching appointments, USDA collaborators, Extension personnel, faculty with research 
appointments, or those who held a combination of appointments. As a result, questionnaires 
were inadvertently sent to faculty outside of the target population. Of the 385 faculty 
members, 274 have full or partial teaching appointments; 111 have appointments with 
USDA, Extension, and/or research. When the questionnaires were returned, they were 
separated into two groups: unusable and usable. Usable questionnaires, a total of 112, were 
from respondents with teaching appointments in the College of Agriculture and were more 
than 50 percent complete. Unusable questionnaires were either (a) completed and/or returned 
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by respondents who did not have a teaching appointment, (b) less than 50 percent complete, 
or (c) returned by respondents who declined to participate. 
Instrumentation 
Data for this study were collected through the use of a mailed questionnaire. Five 
sources were used to develop the instrument, which can be found in Appendix B: 
( 1) a review of the literature, 
(2) a recent study on faculty learning how to use writing to improve their teaching 
(Walvoord, 1997), 
(3) the perception/attitude assessment instrument created for a study about 
internationalizing the curriculum at Iowa State University (King, 1991), 
( 4) personal experience and that of the graduate committee members, and 
(5) input from the College of Agriculture curriculum committee. 
The instrument was primarily designed to assess the perceptions of faculty in the 
College of Agriculture regarding the use of communication activities and assignments in 
their courses. However, the instrument also included questions intended to assess the 
importance of individual communication content areas, the types of changes faculty are 
making in their courses, and the kinds and amounts of professional communication faculty 
are creating. 
The instrument (Appendix B) consisted of 243 items grouped into six sections. 
( 1) The first section collected data about certain demographic characteristics of the 
participants. 
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(2) The second section assessed faculty perceptions about communication in 
technical courses. Perceptions were measured through the use of a six-point, 
Likert-type scale, with descriptors of strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat 
disagree, somewhat agree, agree, strongly agree. 
(3) In the third section of the questionnaire, respondents identified critical 
communication content areas and concepts and indicated if they include that area 
or concept in their courses and if they wanted more information about it. 
( 4) The fourth section of the questionnaire asked respondents to identify changes they 
had made in their learning environments. Faculty indicated specific ways they had 
changed their assignments, expectations of students and themselves, the 
atmosphere of their classroom, and teaching methods. 
(5) Section five consisted of open-ended questions to gather information about 
communication activities and assignments and student learning. 
(6) In the sixth section, respondents were asked to provide information about the 
types of communication that they create as professionals. 
The instrument was submitted for review to, and was subsequently approved by, the 
Iowa State University Committee on Use of Human Subjects in November 1999 (Appendix 
A). 
A pilot test was conducted to help establish face and content validity of the 
instrument. For this pilot test, the penultimate draft of the instrument was administered to the 
College of Agriculture curriculum committee to gather suggestions for improvement and to 
verify the instrument for content validity. This committee is comprised of one representative 
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from each of the 17 departments in the College of Agriculture. The researcher drew upon the 
teaching experience and the curriculum development knowledge of these individuals to 
improve the survey instrument. The suggestions of the pilot group exclusively regarded the 
semantics of the instrument. These suggestions were used to modify, reword, and/or delete 
questions on the instrument. 
Data Collection 
The instrument was mailed via campus mail on December 12, 1999 to all 385 
members of the College of Agriculture faculty. Accompanying each questionnaire was a 
cover letter explaining the nature of the study, as well as a letter from the Associate Dean of 
Agriculture urging the recipients to participate in the study. Participants were asked to 
complete the instrument and return it in the envelope provided within five days. Those who 
did not wish to participate or who were not part of the target population were asked to return 
the blank questionnaire. An identification number was written on the back cover of each 
questionnaire for follow-up purposes only. 
On December 20, 1999, the researcher sent a reminder email via the "All Ag" faculty 
email list (Appendix C) urging faculty to respond to the questionnaire. As of December 28, 
1999, 7 6 questionnaires ( 19. 7 % ) had been returned. Following the reminder email, another 
22 questionnaires were returned for a total of 98 questionnaires (25.5%) returned. 
A second mailing of the questionnaire was sent to 287 non-respondents via campus 
mail on January 19, 2000, resulting in another 63 being returned, for a total of 161 
questionnaires (41.8%) to date. Another reminder email was sent on February 7, 2000; rather 
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than inconvenience the entire faculty with a blanket email, this time the message was sent to 
individual addresses using the blind carbon copy function available in electronic mail. This 
reminder email received 24 email replies, each indicating the respondent would like to 
withdraw from the study. These 24 withdrawals were all from the non-target population. No 
additional completed surveys were returned as a result of the email reminder. 
Data collection was completed by February 20, 2000, with a total of 185 (48%) 
questionnaires returned from both the target and non-target populations. Of those 185 
returned, 73 were unusable because (a) they were blank, (b) they were completed by 
respondents from the non-target population, or ( c) they were over 50 percent incomplete. 
Of the 385 total names on the original mailing list, 111 names were not in the target 
population. The remaining 27 4 names comprised the target population, of which 122 were 
returned, a 44.5% target response rate. Of the 122 returned questionnaires from the target 
population, six of the questionnaires were from respondents who withdrew from the study 
and four more were incomplete. In the end, 112 questionnaires were usable, which resulted in 
a response rate of 40.8%. 
The researcher acknowledges that the return rate of this study would probably be 
higher if the questionnaire had been sent out earlier in the fall semester or at the beginning of 
the spring semester. However, several steps were taken to reach all faculty members; 
therefore, the researcher believes that a good faith effort was made to obtain as many 
responses as possible and that one can be fairly confident about the results of the study. 
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Data Analysis 
Data were coded and entered into a computer program as the questionnaires were 
received. The coded quantitative data were then analyzed using the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSSx-PC). The alpha level was set a priori at 0.05 for all tests. 
Assumptions of Study 
The following basic assumptions were made for the purposes of the study: 
(1) Faculty responses were honest and accurate on each of the items in the questionnaire. 
(2) The most appropriate questions were asked about faculty perceptions regarding 
the integration of communication into discipline-specific and technical courses. 
(3) Faculty responses to this questionnaire will be useful to the College of Agriculture. 
Limitations of Study 
The findings of this study may not be a reflection of faculty in other colleges and 
universities. The results can be generalized only to the College of Agriculture faculty at Iowa 
State University. However, implications of this study could be helpful to other institutions. 
The researcher expected a low response rate due to the timing of the questionnaire, 
which was distributed near the end of a semester. However, the researcher accepted the 
44.5% response rate as a credible representation of the population. With almost half of the 
target population responding, the researcher believes the findings were representative of 
teaching faculty views. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The primary purpose of this study is to assess and analyze perceptions regarding the 
integration and use of communication activities and assignments in the undergraduate 
agricultural curriculum as identified by the faculty of the College of Agriculture at Iowa State 
University. 
This chapter presents the results obtained from the statistical analysis of the data. The 
findings in this chapter were based on data obtained from the 112 usable questionnaires 
returned. The number of respondents and the percentages reported in the tables may not 
always add up to 112, or 100 percent, because of missing responses . The data are presented 
- -and<liscussed -in three general-areas -based on the objectives and research questions of this 
study: (a) What are the demographic characteristics of the Iowa State University College of 
Agriculture? (b) What are faculty perceptions regarding the integration of communication 
into the discipline and technical classes? (c) How does the curriculum-through 
communication concepts, strategies, activities, and assignments-reflect faculty 
concern/interest about communication in their courses? 
The questions included in Part B of the instrument were designed to answer the 
research question "What are faculty perceptions regarding the integration of communication 
into the discipline and technical classes?" To examine the level of internal consistency of 
these questions, Cronbach' s coefficient alpha was used to analyze the questions in the scale. 
The value for coefficient alpha was 0.88, indicating a very strong association between 
perceptions. This high coefficient alpha value characterizes a high level of reliability within 
that section of the questionnaire (Ary et al., 1990; Davis, 1971). 
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What Are the Demographic Characteristics of the Faculty? 
This section describes the response to research question #1, which focuses on the 
demographic characteristics of the 112 respondents to the questionnaire. All respondents 
were teaching faculty within the College of Agriculture at Iowa State University. 
As expected, the majority of the respondents were male, over 81 percent (n=91), 
which indicates that the College of Agriculture is still heavily male-dominated. Only about 
19 percent (n=21) of the respondents were female. 
Overwhelmingly, the respondents were in tenure-track positions (95.5% or n=107) 
with the majority being tenured already (73% or n=82). The remaining 20 respondents 
( 17. 9%) were tenure-track, but not tenured at the time they responded to the questionnaire. 
Only four respondents (3.6%) were not in tenure-track positions. Ten respondents (8.9%) did 
not indicate their tenure status. Given the tenure status of the respondents, that all but two 
(n=l 10) of the respondents indicated they had earned their PhD isn't surprising. Of the other 
two respondents, one had a Doctorate of Education and the other a Master of Science degree. 
In Table 1, the respondents are classified by their department. Of the 16 departments 
in the College of Agriculture at Iowa State University, the Agronomy department had the 
largest group of respondents with 20 usable questionnaires returned (17.9% ), which reflects 
just over a quarter of the department (26.7% ). Animal Science respondents were the second 
largest group with 16 usable questionnaires (14.3% ), again just over a quarter of the 
department. As Table 1 indicates, 13 of the 16 departments in the College of Agriculture had 
more than 20 percent of their total faculty respond to the questionnaire. 
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Table 1. Distribution of respondents by department (N=l 12) 
Department Frequency Percent Percent of 
Total 
Department 
Agronomy 20 17.9 26.7 
Animal Science 16 14.3 26.7 
Food Science & Human Nutrition 12 10.7 80.0 
Economics 11 9.8 28.9 
Ag Education & Studies 7 6.3 35.0 
Forestry 7 6.3 46.7 
Zoology/Genetics 7 6.3 70.0 
Ag & Biosystems Engineering 6 5.4 20.0 
Entomology 5 4.5 20.0 
Microbiology 5 4.5 13.2 
Animal Ecology 4 3.6 20.0 
Horticulture 4 3.6 20.0 
Sociology 4 3.6 23.5 
Biochemistry, Biophysics & Molecular Biology 3 2.7 20.0 
Plant Pathology 1 0.9 5.0 
Botany 0 0.0 0.0 
Total 112 100.0 
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To gain a more accurate picture of the distribution of respondents, individual 
departments were conflated two ways: categories (social sciences, biological sciences, and 
physical sciences), and size (small, medium, and large). The departments of Agricultural 
Education and Studies (n=7), Economics (n=ll), and Sociology (n=4) constitute the social 
sciences category, which makes up almost 20 percent (n=22) of the total respondents. Yet, 
the majority of respondents, 75 percent (n=84), belong to the biological sciences category, 
which is made up of the departments of Agronomy (n=20 of 75), Animal Ecology (n=4 of 
20), Animal Science (n=16 of 60), Biochemistry/ Biophysics/Molecular Biology (n=3 of 15), 
Botany (n=0 of 18), Entomology (n=5 of 25), Food Science and Human Nutrition (n=12 of 
15), Forestry (n=7 of 15), Horticulture (n=4 of 20), Microbiology (n=5 of 38), Plant 
Pathology (n=l of 20), and Zoology/Genetics (n=7 of 10). This large number of respondents 
(75% or n=84) in the biological sciences category is not surprising considering the category 
was made up of the largest number of departments. The physical sciences category contained 
only one department, Agricultural and Biosystems Engineering (n=6 of 30). Although these 
six responses represented 20 percent of the Agricultural and Biosystems Engineering 
department, this was a low return rate compared to the other categories. Therefore, due to 
this low overall return rate and the fact that only one department fit that category, the 
physical sciences category was excluded from analysis. Figure 1 shows the distribution of 








Figure 1. Distribution of respondents by departmental categories (N=112) 
The number of faculty per department determined the size of the departments in the 
College of Agriculture. The official number of faculty per department was obtained from the 
College of Agriculture Dean's Office. Large departments had 30 or more faculty members; 
medium departments had 20-29 faculty members; small departments had 1-19 faculty 
members. Over half of the respondents, almost 52 percent (n=58), came from the large 
departments. The second largest group of respondents, almost 30 percent (n=33), was from 
the small departments. Respondents from medium departments made up the last 19 percent 








Figure 2. Distribution of respondents by department size (N=l 12) 
The respondents' range of teaching experience at Iowa State University is varied. The 
largest group of respondents, just over 38 percent (n=43), had 1-10 years of experience, 
while the number of respondents who fall into the groups representing 11-20 years and 21-30 
years were 24 percent (n=27) and 26 percent (n=29), respectively. Only one respondent had 
been teaching at Iowa State University for more than 41 years. 
However, respondents were also asked about the number of years they spent teaching 
outside of Iowa State University. This data showed that only 13 percent (n=l4) had taught at 
the high school level, 11 percent (n=12) had taught at the extension or corporate level, and 5 
percent (n=S) had taught at the community college level. 
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When asked about the percentage of their teaching appointment, almost all 
respondents indicated they had responsibilities in addition to teaching. Of the 112 
respondents, the majority (39.3% or n=44) were appointed to teach between 26 and 50 
percent of their time. The second largest group consisted of 38 faculty (33.9%) who were 
appointed to teach 25 percent of their time or less. Twenty-one respondents (18.8%) were 
appointed to teach between 51 and 75 percent of the time, and nine (8%) indicated that their 
teaching appointment was 76 percent or more. Respondents also indicated that an average of 
48 percent of their time was devoted to research. Figure 3 shows the distribution of 









Figure 3. Distribution of respondents by teaching appointment (N=l 12) 
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Twenty-one (18.8%) of the 112 respondents also indicated they had a joint 
appointment with another department. Four of these respondents (3.6%) had a joint 
appointment in the College of Liberal Arts and Studies. Three respondents (2. 7%) had a joint 
appointment with the department of Curriculum and Instruction. The departments of 
Agricultural and Biosystems Engineering, Food Science and Human Nutrition, and 
Veterinary Medicine had two respondents each (5.4% total). Three respondents (2.7%) 
indicated a joint appointment with the department of Biochemistry, Biophysics, and 
Molecular Biology. The Experiment Station had one respondent (.9% total). Four 
respondents (3.6%) did not indicate the department or college with which they were 
affiliated. Ninety-one (81.3%) respondents did not indicate a joint appointment. 
The majority of respondents indicated they taught between one and two courses 
during the fall and spring semesters. The data in Table 2 gives the distribution of respondents 
by the number of courses taught per semester. 
Table 2. Distribution of respondents by number of courses taught per semester (N=l 12) 
Fall Semester Spring Semester Summer Semester 
Number of n Percent N Percent n Percent 
Courses Taught 
0 13 11.6 15 13.4 96 85.7 
1 43 38.4 46 41.1 13 11.6 
2 42 37.5 38 34.0 3 2.7 
3 11 9.8 11 9.8 0 0.0 
4 3 2.7 2 1.8 0 0.0 
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When asked how many AgComm workshops the respondents had attended since 
1992, the majority (n=50, 44.6%) indicated they had attended between one and five 
workshops. The second largest group, 42 respondents (37 .5% ), had never attended a 
workshop. Fourteen respondents (12.5%) indicated they had attended between six and ten 
workshops; only two respondents (1.8%) said they had been to workshops 11 to 15 times. 
Four respondents indicated they had attended more than fifteen workshops since they began 
in 1992. 
Respondents were asked to indicate if they held an administrative appointment at the 
department or collegiate level in addition to their teaching appointment. The majority of 
respondents do not have administrative duties at either level; however, 20 respondents 
(17.9%) did indicate an administrative appointment in their department and another seven 
respondents (6.3%) indicated administrative appointments in their colleges. One respondent 
(0.9%) declined to answer about holding departmental administrative duties and 15 declined 
(13.4%) to answer if they held collegiate administrative appointments. 
What Are Faculty Perceptions Regarding the Integration of Communication in 
the Discipline and in Technical Classes? 
A six-point, Likert-type scale was used to measure faculty perceptions regarding 
communication in technical courses in the College of Agriculture. Faculty were asked to 
respond to 23 questions by circling the number on the scale that most closely represented 
their opinion. The scale descriptors were 6=strongly agree, 5=agree, 4=somewhat agree, 
3=somewhat disagree, 2=disagree, l=strongly disagree. Overall, the respondents held very 
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favorable perceptions about integrating communication into technical courses as indicated by 
the grand mean of the perception scale, 5.03, which falls almost directly at the midpoint of 
the agree categories ( 4.00 to 6.00). The researcher established a priori that a mean rating of 
4.00 or higher indicated agreement while a rating below 3.99 indicated disagreement. The 
data in Table 3 provide information about faculty responses for individual items within the 
perception scale. 
In general, respondents were supportive of overall communication-intensive issues. 
Often, the respondents showed overwhelming agreement between their answers; seven of the 
questions in Part B had a narrow range of two to three. The other 16 questions about the 
appropriate location to teach communication and faculty responsibility had a high range of 
four to five. This spread of ranges indicated that the means were not a consensus but, instead 
indicated a diversity of opinion among respondents. 
The perception statement about communication-intensive issues with which the 
respondents most strongly agreed (100%) was "In general, faculty should support students' 
development by helping them understand the importance of communication in the 
professional world." 
In contrast, overall the respondents slightly disagreed with the statement, "The 
College of Agriculture should encourage the inclusion of at least some communication-
intensive activities or assignments for every course in the college." On the perception scale 
the low mean response was 3.84 on a 6-point scale. 
These data also seemed to indicate that faculty in the College of Agriculture were 
somewhat aware of the AgComm program as well as other campus resources that could help 
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them to integrate communication strategies and concepts into their courses. In addition, the 
respondents did indicate that they realized communication was situated within and subject to 
the context surrounding it. The faculty also indicated that they understood that 
communication should always have a purpose. 
Table 3 shows in detail the frequency of responses, the means, modes, standard 
deviations, and percentage of faculty who strongly agreed, somewhat agreed, and agreed 
with the perception statements. 
Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and percentages of perceptions statements regarding 
communication in technical courses in the College of Agriculture 
Perception Statements N Mean SD Percentage 
of faculty 
agreeingb 
In general, faculty should support students' development by helping 112 5.66 0.58 100% 
them understand the importance of communication in the professional 
world. 
Technical classes are an appropriate place to incorporate 110 5.27 0.83 95.5% 
communication activities and assignments. 
Development of students' communication skills should be one of the 112 5.20 0.89 93.7% 
principal concerns of ISU's College of Agriculture. 
The process of communicating, especially writing, promotes learning 112 5.32 0.82 98.2% 
that does not occur by thinking alone. 
The College of Agriculture should encourage the inclusion of at least 112 3.84 1.46 63.4% 
some communication-intensive activities or assignments for every 
course in the college. 
In disciplinary courses, students should learn about the 111 4.86 0.81 96.4% 
interrelationship of communication and technical knowledge. 
Students should learn about communication skills primarily outside 110 4.36 1.43 72.4% 
their technical agriculture classes. 
Overall, I support the idea of integrating communication-intensive 110 5.05 1.00 92.0% 
activities and assignments into my courses. 
Part of my responsibility is to help students in my classes become 112 5.52 0.70 99.1% 
skillful thinkers and communicators. 
In my classes, I try to help students grasp the importance of 112 5.02 1.03 91.9% 
communication in the professional world. 
I feel prepared to incorporate communication-intensive activities and 112 4.39 1.17 81.3% 
assignments into my courses. 
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Table 3. (continued) 
Perception Statements N Mean SD Percentage 
of faculty 
agreeingb 
I am aware of the AgComm program, which can help me integrate 112 4.40 1.43 76.8% 
communication-intensive activities and assignments into my courses. 
I am aware of campus resources that can help me integrate 111 4.15 1.23 73.3% 
communication-intensive activities and assignments into my courses. 
My students should develop competence in oral, written, and visual 112 5.42 0.80 96.5% 
communication. 
Students should understand the context in which they develop visual 109 5.37 0.65 97.3% 
displays, written documents, and oral presentations. 
Students need to be able to adapt their visual displays, written 112 5.38 0.76 98.3% 
documents, and oral presentations to different audiences. 
In order to prepare effective visual displays, written documents, and 112 5.24 0.80 97.4% 
oral presentations, students must anticipate how audiences will use the 
information. 
Students must be aware of the purpose( s) of the visual displays, 112 5.41 0.64 100% 
written documents, and oral presentations they prepare. 
Students need to learn ways to adapt the design of their visual 112 5.16 0.74 100% 
displays, written documents, and oral presentations to the situation. 
Students should learn their discipline's conventions for organizing 112 5.15 0.79 97.3% 
information. 
Students need to learn effective ways to support generalizations. 112 4.96 0.90 94.7% 
Students learn to be effective communicators by having good models 111 5.01 0.88 95.6% 
of communication in their field. 
Conventional mechanics and grammar are necessary but not sufficient 111 5.04 0.92 92.9% 
to determine the effectiveness of visual displays, written documents, 
and oral presentations. 
Grand mean score for perception statements 5.03 
a Scale: 6=strongly agree, 5=agree, 4=somewhat agree, 3=somewhat disagree, 2=disagree, l=strongly disagree 
b Faculty selecting strongly agree, agree, or somewhat agree 
How Do Faculty Incorporate Communication Concepts, Strategies, Activities, 
and Assignments into Their Courses? 
In another part of the questionnaire, faculty members were asked how they 
incorporate specific communication concepts, strategies, activities, and assignments into their 
55 
courses. This section of the questionnaire was broken into three subsections: (a) the 
importance of the communication content areas and concepts to students, (b) if the content 
areas or concepts were included in the respondent's courses, and (c) a request for more 
information about the communication content areas and concepts. The respondents were 
asked to indicate answers to the above questions for each of the 55 concepts, strategies, 
activities, and assignments listed. 
Table 4. Ten most important communication content areas/concepts 
Rank Most important communication content areas/concepts 
1 Be a productive team member 
2 Create data displays in tables/graphs 
3 Develop decision-making processes 
4 Develop active listening skills 
5 Be ethical in communication 
6 Provide leadership for a team 
Use visuals (tables, graphs, etc.) 
7 Collaborate with peers 
Write a research paper 
Collect and analyze data 
8 Select authoritative, credible sources 
9 Use non-discriminatory language 
Use spreadsheet/database software 
Use word processing software 
10 Write appealing sentences/paragraphs 













In subsection one, respondents were asked to rate the importance of communication 
content areas and concepts on a Likert-type scale. The most important communication 
concept as indicated by respondents is to "be a productive team member" (97.4% ). 
Respondents indicated the second most important concept was to "create data displays in 
tables/graphs" (97 .3% ). Table 4 indicates the ten most important communication content 
areas/concepts and the percentage of respondents who agreed they were important. 
Respondents also disagreed with some of the communication content areas or 
concepts. The percentage of respondents' disagreement indicated which content areas or 
concepts were considered to be the least important to students in the College of Agriculture. 
Sixty-six percent of respondents did not agree that the ability to "write software 
documentation" is an important communication concept for students in the College of 
Agriculture. The second least important concept was to "create/edit video clips" (60.7%). 
Although instructions are consistently ranked as the most common workplace 
communication created, as well as the most badly done, the lack of interest ( 41.1 % ) in 
creating instructions and manuals was surprising. Remarkably, although nearly one-third of 
College of Agriculture graduates go into sales positions each year, the areas of sales 
negotiations and presentations ranked very low in importance (50% disagreeing and 42.8% 
disagreeing, respectively). In addition, given today's focus on the Internet and the increasing 
dependence on electronic communication, almost half of the respondents ( 48.2%) did not 
indicate an interest in creating Web sites. Table 5 indicates the ten least important 
communication content areas/concepts and the percentage of respondents who disagreed with 
their importance. 
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Table 5. Ten least important communication content areas/concepts 
Least important communication content areas/concepts 
1 Write software documentation 
2 Create/edit video clips 
3 Use advertising kits for media 
4 Negotiate sales 
5 Use photo-retouching software 
6 Create Web sites 
7 Deliver keynote addresses 
8 Prepare keynote addresses 
9 Give sales presentations 
10 Write instructions/manuals 












The 55 communication content areas and concepts in Part B were grouped into seven 
categories for analysis: (a) oral, (b) written, (c) visual, (d) electronic, (e) collaborative, (f) 
professional attitudes and activities, and (g) conventions, processes and skills. The means for 
each category (Table 6) fell into the agree category or higher (4.00 to 6.00), indicating that 
respondents agreed that all of these areas were important for students in the College of 
Agriculture to know. Table 6 also details the communication content areas and concepts that 
were conflated into each category. Although respondents felt that some of the individual 
content areas and concepts-such as write software documentation or create/edit video 
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clips-were less important than others, they did feel that the categories as a whole were 
important for graduates. 









included in category 
Develop active listening skills 
Participate in interviews 
Negotiate sales 
Explain product benefits 
Give sales presentations 
Conduct training sessions 
Answer phone calls 
Conduct demonstrations 
Prepare conference presentations 
Deliver keynote addresses 
Write resumes 
Write cover letters 
Write product/service announcements 
Write newsletter/newspaper articles 
Write press releases 
Write a research paper 
Write a proposal 
Formulate position statements 
Write professional articles 
Write instructions/manuals 
Write investigative reports 
Write progress memos/reports 
Write recommendation reports 
Write lab reports 
Write software documentation 
Edit/revise peers' documents 






Table 6. ( continued) 
Category Number of content Content areas/concepts Composite 
areas/ concepts included in category Mean 
Visual 8 Use design/layout software 4.30 
Create product-specification sheets 
Create data displays in tables/graphs 
Use visuals (tables, graphs, etc.) 
Use photo-retouching software 
Create poster presentations 
Design PowerPoint presentations 
Create/edit video clips 
Electronic 5 Use word processing software 4.34 
Use spreadsheet/database software 
Write/respond to emails 
Participate in online discussion groups 
Create Web sites 
Professional 8 Address international audiences 4.73 
attitudes and Create interview questions 
activities Evaluate employees 
Use advertising kits for media 
Be ethical in communication 
Use non-discriminatory language 
Use conventional grammar/mechanics 
Write appealing sentences/paragraphs 
Collaboration 4 Collaborate with peers 5.21 
Provide leadership for a team 
Be a productive team member 
Communicate with colleagues 
Conventions, 3 Develop decision-making processes 5.47 
processes and Select authoritative, credible sources 
skills Collect and analyze data 
a Scale: 6=strongly agree, 5=agree, 4=somewhat agree, 3=somewhat disagree, 2=disagree, !=strongly disagree 
b Faculty selecting strongly agree, agree, or somewhat agree 
In subsection two of Part B, respondents were asked to mark "Yes" if they included 
these content areas and concepts in their courses. The majority of respondents indicated they 
include activities and assignments that require students to collaborate with their peers 
60 
(73.2% ), develop decision-making processes (64.3% ), create data displays in tables and 
graphs (61.6%), collect and analyze data (60.7%), and be productive team members (60.7%) 
while in their courses. Each content area or concept in the list was acknowledged by at least 
one respondent as included in his or her courses. 
In subsection three, respondents were asked if they wanted more information about 
the content areas and concepts listed. A low number of responses were given in this 
subsection with the majority of the content areas and concepts ( 40 out of 55) receiving 
between one and three responses. Nevertheless, the content areas and concepts that 
respondents most wanted information about were (a) be a productive team member (7.1 %), 
(b) develop active listening skills (6.3%), (c) collaborate with peers (5.4%), (d) write 
appealing sentences/paragraphs (4.5%), (e) select authoritative, credible sources (4.5%), (f) 
develop decision-making processes (4.5%), and (g) provide leadership for a team (4.5%). 
In an open-ended question, respondents were asked what activities and assignments 
they used in the classroom to integrate communication into their technical courses (Appendix 
D). Faculty indicated they used current event summaries, newsletters, role plays, three-
minute extemporaneous presentations, written critiques, issue debates, industry poster 
presentations, and case studies to integrate communication skills in their classroom. 
Although these were not the most frequent activities indicated, the activities and assignments 
listed present some interesting, more unusual alternatives to the traditional research paper or 
oral presentation. The most frequent classroom communication activities that faculty listed 
were research papers, in-class discussions, in-class presentations, and collaborative activities. 
61 
Additional Findings 
In the another section of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to indicate if they 
had changed their learning environment to enhance student learning, and if so, to identify the 
specific types of changes they made (Appendix D). Ninety-two respondents (82.1 % ) 
indicated they had made some type of change in their learning environment and 16 
respondents (14.3%) indicated they had not. Four respondents (3.6%) did not answer this 
question. 
Respondents who did indicate they had changed their learning environment indicated 
the changes they were making the most were ( a) increasing in-class discussion with students 
(58.9%), (b) increasing written work (53.6%), (c) increasing collaboration and teamwork in 
class (52.7%), and (d) increasing oral work (49.1 %). 
The changes made the least were (a) stating explicit communication goals/objectives 
for the course (30.4% ), (b) increasing peer review (29 .5% ), ( c) providing models and 
examples of documents and presentations (22.3%), and (d) focusing less on what is covered 
and more on student learning (20.5% ). 
Another open-ended question asked respondents to indicate what would help them to 
improve student learning about communication (Appendix D). Respondents listed personal 
willingness to use lecture time for discussion, access to industry models and examples, 
demonstration of communication's disciplinary importance, linked courses across the 
College of Agriculture, more faculty development opportunities, and more time to 
individualize learning as the resources and practices respondents needed to help them 
improve student learning about communication. 
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In the last open-ended question, faculty were asked what activities and assignments 
they would like to add to their courses to integrate communication (Appendix D). They listed 
reflection activities, email communication, in-class problem solving, and out-of-class 
discussion sections. 
Respondents were also asked about the communication they created as professionals 
(Appendix E). The majority of respondents published primarily on theory and research, 
specifically articles, conference presentations, and grants and proposals. Considering the 
importance of research at a land-grant institution such as Iowa State University, the focus on 
theory and research in the faculty's professional communication wasn't surprising. Another 
indication of the professional importance of research was the respondents' involvement with 
editorial or peer review boards for professional journals. Almost 63 percent of the 
respondents indicated they had served on an editorial or peer review board and 30 percent 
indicated they had been the editor or assistant editor of a professional journal at one time. 
Analysis of Variance 
Using demographic data, respondents were grouped according to these variables: 
department, years teaching, outside teaching experience, percentage of teaching appointment, 
joint appointment status, department administration, collegiate administration, and number of 
AgComm workshops attended. The group data were then compared to the grand mean score 
(M=5.03) for the perception scale regarding integration of communication into the discipline 
and into technical classes. The level of significance for all tests was set a priori at 0.05. 
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Analysis of variance indicated no significant differences among the respondents when 
grouped by tenure status, department (either individually, categorically, or by size), outside 
teaching experience, percentage of teaching appointment, joint appointment status, and 
department or collegiate administration appointment status, and analyzed with the grand 
mean of the perceptions. Therefore, one could conclude that these demographic 
characteristics had little influence on respondents' perceptions regarding the integration of 
communication into the curriculum. 
However, an analysis of variance did indicate a significant difference among the 
respondents when grouped by number of AgComm workshops attended and analyzed with 
the grand mean of the perceptions (Table 7). To determine whether the significant F-ratio 
was due to differences between pairs of means, a post hoc multiple comparison test was 
performed. The Tukey method was used to make pair-wise comparisons. Respondents who 
had attended more than 11 AgComm workshops since 1992 were found to be significantly 
different than respondents who had attended less than five workshops in the same time 
period. Respondents who had been to more than 11 workshops tended to agree the most 
strongly with the perception statements. Therefore, it can be concluded that the number of 
AgComm workshops respondents attended since 1992 influenced their perceptions regarding 
the integration of communication into the curriculum. 
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Table 7. Analysis of variance regarding perceptions on integrating communication into the 
curriculum by number of AgComm workshops attended by faculty in the College of 
Agriculture at Iowa State University (N=lOl) 
Number of AgComm 
workshops 
6-10 

















The findings indicated that overall, the College of Agriculture faculty agreed strongly 
with the perception statements supporting the integration of communication into technical 
courses. Most faculty indicated that they believed communication was important to students, 
as well as recognizing that communication was situated, context-specific, and purposeful. 
Nonetheless, faculty did not want mandates on what they have to include in their classrooms. 
Although faculty did maintain that they expect students to know and understand 
communication strategies prior to entering their courses, they also indicated that, of the 
possible modes of communication, written activities and assignments were the primary 
vehicles used to teach students about communication and technical material. Other modes of 
communication were used far less in the classroom at Iowa State University. 
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Faculty also indicated they had difficult jobs and limited resources, yet the data 
showed that faculty were not taking full advantage of the campus resources that were 
available to help them to learn how to integrate communication into their courses. 
Overall, the demographic characteristics of the respondents did not appear to have an 
impact on faculty perceptions regarding integration of communication into the curriculum in 
the College of Agriculture. Faculty who had attended more AgComm workshops in the past 
few years had more favorable perceptions of communication in the curriculum than faculty 
who had attended few workshops or none at all. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION 
The overall purpose of this study is to assess and analyze the perceptions regarding 
the integration and use of communication activities and assignments into the undergraduate 
agricultural curriculum as identified by the faculty of the College of Agriculture at Iowa State 
University. This chapter discusses the major findings of the study. The data are presented and 
discussed in three general areas based on the objectives and research questions of this study: 
(a) What are the demographic characteristics of the Iowa State University College of 
Agriculture? (b) What are faculty perceptions regarding the integration of communication 
into the discipline and technical classes? (c) How does the curriculum-through 
communication concepts, strategies, activities, and assignments-reflect faculty 
concern/interest about communication in their courses? 
What Are the Demographic Characteristics of Faculty? 
One objective of this study was to identify specific demographic information of 
teaching faculty within the College of Agriculture at Iowa State University. Much of the 
demographic data was not found to make any significant differences in faculty perceptions 
regarding the integration of communication into technical courses. However, these baseline 
demographics will be important to any future or longitudinal studies done in respect to the 
AgComm program. 
As expected, the respondents were predominantly male, suggesting that, even though 
the make-up of the College is slowly changing, the College of Agriculture is still heavily 
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male dominated. In addition, the vast majority of respondents were in tenure-track positions, 
and most respondents were tenured already. Based on the tenure status of the respondents, it 
is not surprising that almost all of the respondents had earned their doctorate degree. 
Respondents can also be considered experienced teachers. The majority of 
respondents have between 11 and 41 years of experience teaching at Iowa State University. 
Still, the researcher found it interesting to note that only a third of the respondents have 
teaching experience outside of the university setting. One might assume that a lack of outside 
experience could impact respondents' perceptions toward the importance of learning 
disciplinary communication in the classroom; however, this was not found to be true in this 
study. No significant difference in perceptions existed between those with outside experience 
and those without. 
Thirteen of the 16 departments in the College of Agriculture had more than 20 
percent of their total faculty respond to the questionnaire. This level of response from the 
majority of departments could indicate the importance of the issue, but since it was not found 
to make a significant difference in respondents' perceptions, it was more important that that 
level of response provided a reasonably accurate picture of the departments' perceptions. 
Almost all respondents indicated they had responsibilities in addition to teaching with 
an average of 48 percent ofrespondents' time devoted to research. However, two-thirds of 
the respondents teach between 25 and 100 percent of their time. These data were not 
surprising considering the partnership of teaching, research, and outreach goals in a land-
grant institution such as Iowa State University. Furthermore, some respondents indicated 
they had joint department, department administration, or collegiate administration 
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appointment duties. Considering the ancillary demands on respondents' time beyond their 
teaching responsibilities, one could assume two scenarios: a) respondents were not open to 
integrating communication into their curricula due to their current work load and the 
perceived time it would take to modify their courses; and b) respondents were open to 
integrating communication as a direct result of firsthand experience with cross-curricular 
integration. However, neither of these scenarios was plausible since none of the additional 
demands seemed to make any significant difference in respondents' perceptions. 
The majority of respondents indicated they taught between one and two courses 
during the fall and spring semesters. The light teaching load of some professors could be 
interpreted as another indication of the emphasis on research at a land-grant university. 
Without knowing individual situations, one could also speculate that respondents who carry 
light teaching loads might be more receptive to modifying their course content in order to 
integrate communication strategies. Still, the data showed no significant difference between 
respondents' perceptions when compared to their teaching loads. 
Only one demographic factor seemed to play a significant role in respondents' 
perceptions. The majority of respondents had attended between one and five AgComm 
workshops since 1992. One might presume that faculty who were active in the AgComm 
workshops viewed the integration of communication more positively than those who were 
not active in the program, and it was certainly not surprising that the respondents who had 
attended 11 or more AgComm workshops since 1992 tended to agree even more strongly 
with the perception statements than those who had attended fewer workshops or even none at 
all. Based on this significant response, one must ask why more faculty do not participate in 
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the AgComm program? Are the workshops inconvenient? Would a summer workshop be 
helpful? Do they need access to more information? Do they use the AgComm Web site? 
What are feasible and realistic ways to increase participation in the program? In the end, one 
must ask how the AgComm program can be user-friendlier. For example, the AgComm Web 
site is a clearinghouse of communication-intensive resources and ideas for faculty, and the 
researcher would speculate that it is underused and, primarily, ignored. However, this could 
be an excellent tool for faculty to gather ideas, share success stories, pose questions, and 
discuss issues. 
In addition to campus resources such as AgComm, the Center for Teaching 
Excellence, and Project LEARN, faculty now have access to more communication resources 
and support than ever before. In 1999, Iowa State University began a university-wide 
initiative, called ISUComm, to incorporate communication as a teaching tool into courses and 
foster interdisciplinary collaboration. ISUComm opens one more door to College of 
Agriculture faculty for communication information, resource support, and peer interaction. 
What Are Faculty Perceptions Regarding the Integration of Communication 
into the Discipline and Technical Classes? 
A second objective of this study was to identify faculty perceptions about 
communication in the discipline and in technical classes. 
The faculty in this study held very favorable perceptions regarding the integration of 
communication and overall communication-intensive issues in technical agriculture courses. 
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This study also found that faculty participation in AgComm workshops had an impact on 
their perceptions regarding the integration of communication into the curriculum. 
Considering that faculty agreed most that it is their responsibility to help students 
understand the importance of communication in the professional world, one could conclude 
that faculty acknowledge that the relationship between communication and technical 
knowledge is too intertwined to try to separate them. These positive responses indicate that 
faculty generally believed in the importance of communication as both a learning tool and a 
desired result of the technical curriculum. These findings agree with Emig (1977), who 
argued that writing serves as a "unique" learning strategy, allowing thoughts to develop and 
mature through revision. The positive responses of the faculty also support Maiman's (1994) 
ideology. She suggested that writing helps students extend their knowledge and make 
connections between and within disciplines. The faculty also indicated they realize that the 
responsibility for integrating communication strategies extended beyond them and their 
classroom; like Smith (1983), they suggested that teaching communication strategies was the 
responsibility of all teachers. 
Faculty also agreed that the situational characteristics of communication were 
important. Their answers indicated that faculty recognized that communication was situated, 
context-specific, and purposeful as De Corte (1995) maintains: "a major implication of this 
view of learning and knowledge is the need to anchor learning in authentic, real-life social 
and physical contexts that are representative of the situations in which students will have to 
use their knowledge and skills afterwards." Nonetheless, faculty responses also suggested 
they did not want mandates on what they have to include in their classrooms. 
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In contrast to the many areas of agreement, the respondents disagreed with the idea 
that the College of Agriculture should encourage including at least some communication-
intensive activities in every course in the college. With these data in mind, one might 
conclude that not all courses in the College of Agriculture require or would be enhanced by 
communication-intensive activities. However, these negative responses are typical of the 
faculty who are resistant to the pedagogical tools AgComm offers. These faculty members 
believe that integrating communication into their courses will take away from the technical 
content. In reality, the communication-intensive activities can enhance that technical content 
by situating the information and improving students' recall. 
These data also looked as though faculty in the College of Agriculture were not very 
aware of the AgComm program as well as other campus resources that could help them to 
integrate communication strategies and concepts into their classes. These findings might 
indicate that additional efforts to increase awareness, encourage involvement, and provide 
academic support should be taken. The AgComm staff and participants have worked 
diligently to encourage participation in the workshops, but the majority of agriculture faculty 
still have not participated in the program. A key to the future success and expansion of the 
program will be to increase the participation of faculty members. 
How Do Faculty Incorporate Communication Concepts, Strategies, Activities, 
and Assignments into Their Courses? 
The third objective was to identify the communication concepts, strategies, activities, 
and assignments faculty use to integrate communication into their courses and those that are 
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important for students to know. Also, faculty were asked to rate the importance of 
communication concepts and content areas. Faculty responses were encouraging because 
each content area or concept in the list was acknowledged by at least one respondent as 
included in his or her courses. 
Almost every respondent indicated that the most important communication concepts 
were to "be a productive team member" and to "create data displays in tables/graphs," but 
only about three-fourths of the respondents indicated they actually include these concepts in 
their courses. Considering the importance respondents placed on teamwork, one might 
assume that those same respondents would be sure to incorporate team-building exercises 
into their courses, and although the majority do include teamwork, those who do not should 
be encouraged to include this important communication concept in their course activities. 
Nevertheless, one may also conclude that respondents could be wary of evaluating 
collaborative work or that respondents may feel that, although important, these activities are 
not appropriate for their individual courses. Still, the same concepts and activities that were 
rated most important were also the ones that faculty asked for more information about. 
Over half of the respondents did not believe that writing software documentation, 
creating and editing video clips, and using advertising kits for media were important for 
students in the College of Agriculture to know. These responses were not unexpected as 
these activities are more specialized than many. However, the researcher would disagree with 
faculty members' perceptions that using advertising kits is not important. Those students who 
work in sales and marketing positions will need a basic understanding of advertising and 
marketing principles, as well as an understanding of how to work with media outlets. 
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Although the researcher was not surprised by the disagreement with the 
aforementioned concepts, some of the other communication concepts and strategies that 
respondents disagreed with were surprising, considering the current workplace or 
technological significance of those concepts and strategies. Remarkably, although nearly 
one-third of College of Agriculture graduates go into sales positions each year, incorporating 
sales negotiations and presentations in the curriculum ranked very low in importance for 
respondents. This could be seen as an egregious omission by faculty of vital workplace 
knowledge needed by College of Agriculture graduates. 
In addition, despite today's focus on the Internet and the increasing dependence on 
electronic communication, almost half of the respondents did not indicate an interest in 
creating Web sites in their courses. One might conclude that although the content of courses 
may be current, the nature of how that content is taught may not be. 
Furthermore, although instructions are consistently ranked as the most common 
workplace communication created-as well as the most badly done-the lack of interest in 
creating instructions and manuals was disheartening. However, one must also acknowledge 
that most professionals do not remember to include oral instructions in this category, and 
although not every professional will create written instructions in the workplace, almost all 
will create oral instructions on a regular basis. 
Unfortunately, neglecting these areas in courses----especially neglecting the areas of 
sales presentations and electronic media-further widens the chasm between academia and 
the workplace, and illustrates what could be an unrealistic idea about the current workplace 
skills needed by graduates. These data beg the question of whether faculty are cognizant of 
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what professions their students are entering and the communication skill needs of these 
professions. 
Of the possible modes of communication, faculty indicated that written activities and 
assignments, such as research papers, journals, critiques, summaries, and collaborative 
activities, were the primary vehicles used to teach students about communication and 
technical material. Other modes of communication were used far less in the classroom at 
Iowa State University. However, faculty did list such noteworthy activities as current event 
summaries, newsletters, role plays, three-minute extemporaneous presentations, written 
critiques, issue debates, industry poster presentations, and case studies that they use to 
integrate communication into their classroom. 
Although these data seem to illustrate that the faculty continue to view communication 
in the traditional manner-where writing is the foremost and most important method of 
communication-they also indicate that faculty are trying to use communication as a teaching 
tool with limitless possibilities. One might conclude that faculty may be uncomfortable with 
other modes of communication; they could be uncomfortable incorporating it into their 
coursework or evaluating the activity. In fact, Walvoord (1982) found that faculty are often 
unconscious of their knowledge regarding disciplinary communication conventions, which 
affects their perceived ability to teach the language of their discipline. 
To help alleviate any perceived or real lack of knowledge, respondents were also asked 
if they wanted more information about the content areas and concepts listed. The low level of 
response in this subsection (between one and three responses) left it unclear whether 
respondents truly did not want more information or if they decided to ignore the category as a 
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whole. Nevertheless, those who did respond to this category indicated they would like more 
information about being a productive team member, developing active listening skills, 
collaborating with peers, writing appealing sentences/paragraphs, selecting authoritative, 
credible sources, developing decision-making processes, and providing leadership for a team. 
These responses corresponded with the content areas and strategies that the faculty previously 
indicated were important, as well as acknowledged their commitment to both including these 
content areas and strategies in their courses and to incorporating them effectively. 
In addition to analyzing the content areas and strategies individually, they were 
grouped into seven categories: (a) oral, (b) written, (c) visual, (d) electronic, (e) 
collaborative, (f) professional attitudes and activities, and (g) conventions, processes and 
skills. The researcher was not surprised that respondents agreed that each of these areas were 
important for students in the College of Agriculture to know. The underlying communication 
strategies from each category are inherent in most of the other categories. Therefore, one 
could conclude that it is a disservice to students to isolate the communication strategies from 
each other. In doing so, one undermines the intrinsic situatedness of communication. 
Summary 
Most demographic characteristics of the faculty did not have a significant impact on 
how respondents perceived the integration of communication; however, those faculty 
members who had participated in AgComm workshops were more likely to agree with the 
perception statements. 
76 
Overall, faculty responses to the individual perception statements supported 
integrating communication into the technical courses taught in the College of Agriculture. 
Respondents were generally supportive of overall communication-intensive issues, and often, 
the respondents showed overwhelming agreement between their answers. Faculty agreed that 
part of their responsibility is to help students understand the importance of disciplinary 
communication. The positive responses of the faculty suggested a belief in the importance of 
communication as both a learning tool and a desired result of the technical curriculum. 
Respondents did not agree as strongly that communication must be integrated into every 
course. Based on these data, one could suppose that not all courses in the College of 
Agriculture require, nor would be enhanced by, communication-intensive activities and 
assignments. 
Respondents indicated that being a productive team member and creating data 
displays in tables/graphs were considered the most important communication concepts, but 
they did not believe that writing software documentation, creating and editing video clips, 
and using advertising kits for media were important for students in the College of Agriculture 
to know. Respondents agreed that all manners of communication--oral, written, visual, 
electronic, collaborative, professional attitudes and activities, and conventions, processes and 
skills-were important for students in the College of Agriculture to know. 
This study appears to support the general idea that faculty are becoming more 
interested and more involved in integrating communication and other types of professional 
experience into their curricula. 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The overarching purpose of this study was to assess and analyze the perceptions of 
faculty in the College of Agriculture at Iowa State University regarding the use of 
communication activities and assignments in their courses 
This chapter presents a summary of the study and its major findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations based on the findings, and the implications and educational significance of 
the study. 
Summary 
Improving the communication abilities of students in higher education is an issue 
confronting institutions nationwide (Maimon, 1994; Russell, 1994). The professional 
workplace demands that college graduates have the ability to read, write, speak, and listen 
effectively when they graduate. Academia agrees in theory: numerous disciplines argue that 
effective communication abilities-speaking, writing, reading, and listening-are the keys to 
graduates' productivity and success in the workplace (Donellan & Ross, 1990). 
Today, as a result of industry's cry for graduates with better communication skills, 
institutions across the country, both public and private, two-year and four-year, have 
implemented programs within their curricula that present students the opportunities to engage 
in practical, applied, student-centered learning of communication strategies (Williams, Sep 
1989). Iowa State University's College of Agriculture was no exception. 
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The AgComm program has existed since late 1992. However, many graduates still 
cannot communicate at the level demanded by business and industry. Often, graduates do not 
understand what is expected of them by their discipline, or even that disciplinary 
expectations exist, nor do they know how to effectively produce the types of communication 
expected of them in the business world (Anson & Forsberg, 1990; Cobia, 1986; Faigley & 
Hanson, 1985; Herrington, 1985; McCarthy, 1987; Thomas, 1995). 
However, faculty and professionals cannot completely blame the students. As 
professionals become ensconced into their disciplines, they often take for granted the 
conventions, expectations, and nuances of communication in their disciplines (Russell, 
1999). Therefore, not only must faculty raise students' awareness of discipline-specific 
communication, but also the AgComm program and its administrators must aspire to 
continue raising awareness of the importance of disciplinary communication conventions 
among the faculty. To do this effectively, we must know how faculty perceive the ways the 
current curriculum addresses communication within the discipline and within the classroom. 
Purpose 
The overarching purpose of this study was to assess and analyze the perceptions of 
faculty in the College of Agriculture regarding the use of communication activities and 
assignments in their courses. Specifically, this study had three objectives: (a) Identify the 
extent to which undergraduate teaching faculty in the College of Agriculture at Iowa State 
University agreed or disagreed with perception statements regarding communication and its 
integration into technical courses within the agriculture curriculum; (b) Identify the 
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communication content areas and concepts that were critical for students to know; and (c) 
Identify the demographic characteristics of the undergraduate teaching faculty in the Iowa 
State University College of Agriculture. 
Methodology 
The population for this study consisted of those undergraduate faculty with teaching 
appointments in the College of Agriculture at Iowa State University. The official list of 
faculty used for the study was obtained from the office of the Dean of Agriculture, which 
identified 385 faculty members. Of those surveyed, 112 respondents (40.8%) provided usable 
data for this study. 
A mailed questionnaire was used to collect data for this study. The instrument was 
divided into six parts based on the objectives of this study, as well as the need for baseline 
information about the respondents. 
Data from the 112 usable questionnaires were analyzed using the Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences for the personal computer. Means, modes, standard deviations, 
frequencies, and percentages were calculated to summarize the data. One-way analyses of 
variance and t-tests were computed to compare demographic variables with the perceptions 
scale. The alpha level was established a priori at 0.05 for all tests. 
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Findings 
The demographic information of the respondents showed that, as expected, the 
overwhelming majority of the respondents were male, which indicates that the College of 
Agriculture is still heavily male-dominated. Although respondents were experienced 
teachers, by far the majority of their experience has been at Iowa State only. Almost all 
respondents indicated they have research and/or administrative responsibilities in addition to 
teaching. In addition, the majority of respondents indicated they teach between one and two 
courses during the fall and spring semesters. 
Most demographic data did not have a significant impact on how respondents 
perceived the integration of communication into the curriculum in the College of Agriculture. 
However, respondents who had attended AgComm workshops were more likely to agree 
with the perception statements. 
Overall, respondents held very favorable perceptions regarding the integration of 
communication in technical courses. Although faculty did maintain that they expect students 
to know and understand communication strategies prior to entering their courses, they also 
indicated they realize it is also their responsibility to help teach those communication 
strategies. Of the possible modes of communication, written activities and assignments were 
the primary vehicles used to integrate communication. Other modes of communication were 
used far less in the classroom at Iowa State University. 
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Conclusions 
The following conclusions were based upon the major findings of this study. 
The first objective of this study was to identify undergraduate teaching faculty 
perceptions regarding communication and its integration into technical courses within the 
agriculture curriculum. Faculty fully support the need for students to learn the 
communication conventions of their discipline, as well as be able to communicate across 
disciplines. They also recognized that students must learn this communication in a situated, 
context-specific, and purposeful manner. Faculty responses to individual perception 
statements supported this conclusion. 
Integrating communication into every course in the College of Agriculture may not be 
necessary or appropriate. However, the positive responses of the faculty suggested a belief in 
the importance of communication as both a learning tool and a desired result of the technical 
curriculum. Faculty indicated that they support the integration of communication into the 
technical agriculture curriculum as long as no mandates are forced upon them in order to 
achieve this goal. Faculty also seemed to favor the integration of communication into their 
courses as long as it did not take away from the content of their courses or create unnecessary 
work for them. 
The second objective was to identify the communication content areas and concepts 
that are important for students to know. Faculty indicated that all manners of 
communication-oral, written, visual, electronic, collaborative, professional attitudes and 
activities, and conventions, processes and skills-were important for students in the College 
of Agriculture to know. However, based on faculty response to certain content areas and 
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concepts indicate that although the content of courses may be current, the nature of how that 
content is taught may not be. 
The third objective of this study was to identify the demographic characteristics of the 
undergraduate teaching faculty in the Iowa State University College of Agriculture. 
Participation in AgComm workshops made a significant difference in faculty perceptions 
regarding the integration of communication into technical courses. Faculty who had 
participated in even one workshop were more likely to agree with the perception statements 
than faculty who had not participated in the workshops. However, faculty also indicated they 
were not very aware of the AgComm program or other campus resources that could help 
them integrate communication strategies and concepts into their courses. 
Recommendations 
The following recommendations are made based on the conclusions drawn from the 
findings of this study. 
(1) The College of Agriculture should continue to provide resources and support to 
faculty interested in integrating communication content areas and/or concepts 
into their courses or for those teaching communication-intensive courses through 
the AgComm program. 
(2) The College of Agriculture should require new faculty members to attend the 
annual AgComm new faculty workshop. 
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(3) The College of Agriculture should provide an incentive to all faculty members in 
order to encourage them to make AgComm workshops a priority in their 
professional development plans. 
(4) College of Agriculture faculty should increase their involvement in the AgComm 
workshops, in turn, using the strategies learned there in the classroom. 
(5) The College of Agriculture should develop a systematic evaluation system to 
track the actual classroom activities and student performance resulting from the 
AgComm program. 
(6) College of Agriculture faculty should become more aware of what professions 
their students are entering and the communication skill needs of those 
professions. 
(7) College of Agriculture faculty should become involved in the ISUComm 
program, as well as the workshops provided by the Center for Teaching 
Excellence workshops. 
(8) The College of Agriculture should foster opportunities for faculty and students to 
develop their disciplinary communication strategies. 
(9) The College of Agriculture should provide support for ongoing maintenance of 
the AgComm Web site, as well as encourage faculty to use the Web site. 
(10) The AgComm program should aggressively promote its resources, including the 
newsletter and the Web site, and expertise. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 
The following recommendations for further research are suggested: 
(1) Because this study was limited to faculty in the College of Agriculture at Iowa 
State University, broader studies of faculty in other disciplines and at other 
institutions are recommended. 
(2) A similar study on the perceptions of undergraduate students in the College of 
Agriculture at Iowa State University should be conducted to establish baseline 
information on their perceptions of the AgComm program. In turn, broader 
studies of students in other colleges at Iowa State, as well as students at other 
institutions are recommended. 
(3) A similar study of high school students intending to enroll in a university 
agriculture program should be conducted to develop a profile of the 
communication experience, perceptions, needs, and expectations of incoming 
students. This study could be extended to encompass all incoming university 
students, which would provide information for ISUComm, Iowa State 
University's communication-across-the-curriculum program. 
( 4) Studies of teaching faculty in the College of Agriculture should be conducted 
regularly to assess the progress and impact that the AgComm program has on 
curriculum improvement, faculty perceptions, and student ability. 
(5) A study of AgComm resources, such as the workshops, newsletter, Web site, and 
expert consultations, should be conducted to assess the perceived benefits to 
faculty participants, as well as assess the actual changes faculty make to their 
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courses and their teaching strategies as a result of these resources. 
(6) A study should be conducted to assess the impact of the actual in-class 
communication-intensive activities of the AgComm program. 
(7) Studies of educated, professional agriculturalists in business, industry, and 
vocational positions should be conducted regularly to assess the level of 
communication abilities of graduates of Iowa State University's College of 
Agriculture. 
Implications and Educational Significance of the Study 
The findings of this study have helped develop a picture of faculty needs and identify 
the areas where AgComm's professional development activities could be strengthened to 
better serve the needs of the faculty, whose knowledge, in tum, benefits the students. The 
results of this study may assist the College of Agriculture in refining and improving the 
existing AgComm communication-across-the-curriculum program. 
In addition, this study has provided important information about the perceptions held 
by faculty in the College of Agriculture at Iowa State University regarding the integration of 
communication into technical courses and the communication content areas and concepts 
considered important, as well as a demographic picture of the faculty. 
The study also looked at agricultural communication through a rhetorical lens. Too 
often, agricultural communication is discussed only in terms of agriculture journalism, yet 
that body of research does not explicitly address the situatedness of communication or the 
conventions required by each discipline. The situated learning aspect of communication is 
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discussed in write-to-learn/learn-to-write literature, a rhetorical approach that focuses on the 
importance of learning disciplinary conventions as one part of undergraduate education. 
Using write-to-learn/learn-to-write literature as part of the theoretical foundation of this study 
may allow the data to facilitate extending the agricultural write-to-learn/learn-to-write 
conversation beyond its current journalistic focus to encompass the essential rhetorical facet 
of agricultural communication. 
This study also has special implications to agricultural education, both as a broad 
disciplinary influence and as a specific example within the Iowa State University College of 
Agriculture. This study found that faculty believe that communication is important to student 
learning. As a broad discipline, agricultural education is supported by its fundamental belief 
in and commitment to situated, experiential learning pedagogy. This foundation offers 
agricultural education the opportunity to help other agricultural disciplines understand how 
their curricula can be enhanced through the use of communication and situated learning 
techniques and principles as tools to help students retain the information learned in their 
courses. 
As the College of Agriculture continues to revise its curriculum to best meet the 
needs of students, business, and industry, a continued focus on learning disciplinary 
communication conventions is vital to students' education. The current AgComm program 
has attempted to provide an answer to these needs, and while AgComm has been touted as a 
model for other colleges within Iowa State, as well as nationwide, the Department of 
Agricultural Education and Studies at Iowa State has the opportunity to continue to refine the 
AgComm program, strengthen the resources it offers, and improve the information provided 
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to faculty in the College of Agriculture. Each of these evolutionary steps allows the 
Department of Agricultural Education and Studies to provide learning tools and techniques 
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HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW-I 
Question 7-Brief description of proposed research 
A) Problem to be examined. For this study, which is for my thesis research in Agricultural 
Education and Studies and for the formal assessment of the College of Agriculture AgComm 
communication-across-the-curriculwn program at Iowa State University, I plan to investigate 
the perceptions toward the AgComm program and toward communication-intensive activities 
and assignments in the classroom in general. 
Methods to be used in gathering data. To investigate these communication practices and 
the faculty's perceptions towards communication, we plan to gather the following kinds of 
data: 
• written questionnaire (attached) and 
• focused interviews with randomly selected faculty. Sample interview questions are 
attached, and similar types of questions may be asked in follow-up interviews. 
Nature of the data to be gathered. The majority of inforrµation will be gathered through 
the written questionnaire. 
B) Method for selecting subjects and their characteristics. We have chosen to administer 
this questionnaire to the entire undergraduate teaching faculty in the College of Agriculture at 
Iowa State (approximately 340 faculty members). 
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HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW-2 
November I 999 
Dear Participant: 
Thank you for considering participation in this study, which is being conducted for two reasons: 
1) to allow me to gather data for my thesis research in Agricultural Education and Studies at Iowa 
State University, and 2) to provide formal, empirical data about the AgComm communication-
across-the-curriculum program and communication-intensive activities and assignments. In this 
letter, I explain the purpose of our research and our requests of you as a participant. 
Purpose of my research. In this study, we are interested in exploring your perceptions toward 
communication-intensive activities and assignments in your classroom. The importance of 
communication skills in the workplace is much discussed in many disciplines, but to this point 
little empirical research has been done to explore I) how students learn workplace practices and 
2) the communication practices themselves. In order to study these practices, I plan to collect 
data from the formal written questionnaire enclosed and from focused interviews conducted as a 
follow-up. 
After collecting this data, r will analyze and summarize a section of it in order to write my thesis. 
The data from the questionnaire will also be used to evaluate and improve the AgComm 
communication-across-the-curriculum program. The data analysis, overall assessment, and 
resulting thesis may, in the future, then be used to generate professional presentations and articles 
in workplace and academic journals. Through these articles, we will advance knowledge of 
worki>lace communication skills, how students learn them, and generate ideas for future research. 
My requests. The majority of our work, as I suggested above, will involve the analysis of the 
questionnaire results. We ask that you please take approximately 20 minutes to complete the 
questionnaire. 
The questionnaires are numerically coded only to provide a means of follow-up with 
nonrespondents. Your confidentiality is guaranteed and you may withdraw your participation at 
any time. Your completion of the attached questionnaire indicates your agreement to participate 
in this study. 
111ank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Allison K. Hopkey 
M.A. Candidate, 
Agricultural' Education and Studies 
Robert A. Martin 
DEO, Agricultural Education and Studies 
Major Professor 
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HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW-3 
Statement to be read to participants preceding interview 
In this interview, I am going to ask you questions about your classroom learning environment and 
communication-intensive activities and assignments. Your answers will be used for clarification, 
explanation, and illustration of teaching and learning styles, methods, and theories in future 
papers and presentations. Confidentiality is guaranteed and your identity will be protected; in 
resulting papers and presentations, any information that could be used to identify you will be 
changed to protect your privacy. You may refuse to answer any question and you may withdraw 
from the interview at any time. Do you have any questions before we begin? 
Sample questions 
I'm interested in the factors that influence change in the classroom learning environment. 
• Has your perception of the importance of teaching methods changed? If so, what 
influenced that change of perception? (Departmental or College environment? ISU's 
environment?) 
• Have you participated in workshops or other training sessions that have influenced your 
classroom environment? 
• How have your teaching methods changed throughout your teaching career? 
I'm interested in the types of communication-intensive activities and assignments used in the 
classroom. 
• What types of communication-intensive activities and assignments do you use in your 
classroom? How do you evaluate them? 
• Where do you get your ideas for communication-intensive activities and assignments? 
How do you incorporate these ideas into your classroom? 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT FACULTY PERCEPTIONS ABOUT THE INTEGRATION OF 
COMMUNICATION-INTENSIVE ACTIVITIES AND ASSIGNMENTS IN TECHNICAL CLASSES 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to discover faculty perceptions about the integration of communication activities and 
assignments in technical classes. Please answer each question. Thank you for your cooperation. 
PART A: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Please respond to each of the following questions. 
I . Male O Female 0 
2. Tenure-track Yes O No 0 Are you tenured now? Yes O No 0 
3. What department are you in? 
0 Ag & Biosystems Engineering 0 Botany 
0 Ag Education & Studies 0 Economics 
0 Agronomy 0 Entomology 
0 Animal Ecology 0 Food Science & Human Nutrition 
CJ Animal Science 0 Forestry 
0 Biochemistry, Biophysics & Molecular Biology 0 Horticulture 
0 Microbiology 
0 Plant Pathology 
0 Sociology 
0 Zoology/Genetics 
4. How many years have you been teaching? Total__ [Specify number of years of each: High School __ 
Community College __ College/University __ Extension/Corporate __ ] 
5. How many years have you been teaching at ISU? __ 
6. What is your highest degree? Assoc. 0 M.S. 0 M.A. 0 M.Ed. 0 Ed.D. 0 Ph.D. 0 Other O (Specify __ ) 
7. What percentage of your appointment is in teaching?_% 
8. Do you hold a joint appointment? Yes O No O If yes; in what college besides the College of Ag? ___ _ 
9. Are you an undergraduate advisor? Yes O No O Approximate number of advisees? __ 
10. How many courses do you typically teach per semester? Fall__ Spring_ Summer_ 
1 I. How many AgComm workshops about teaching communication-intensive activities and assignments in your classes 
have you attended since the workshops began in 1992? 0 0 1-5 0 6-10 0 11-15 0 15+ 0 
12. Do you have an administrative appointment within the department? Yes O No O Within the college? Yes O No 0 
13. What communication-intensive courses have you taught since 1992? 
Course Name & Number Number of Atmroximate number 







SURVEY OF FACULTY ABOUT COMMUNICATION -INTENSIVE APPROACHES /AGCOMM 
Return by December 17 to Norma Hensley, 130 Curtiss Hall 
PART B: PERCEPTIONS REGARDING COMMUNICATION IN TECHNICAL COURSES IN THE 
COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE 
Instructions: In this section, please use the scale of I to 6 ( I =strongly disagree, 6=strongly agree) to indicate the extent to 
which you agree with each of the following items. Circle the appropriate numbers on the scale. 
6. In disciplinary courses, students should learn about the interrelationship of communication and 
technical knowledge. 
~r,0?:u&tit;$:~&¢r11#sa¥iu1atr1~ami:aiiW1:oi:actie,&¢:W,mumfainorntciJttsiie:1frr•· 
8. Overall , I support the idea of integrating communication-intensive activities and assignments 





1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
Survey Draft 8.doc 
11/22/99 
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SURVEY OF FACULTY ABOUT COMMUNICATION -INTENSIVE APPROACHES /AGCOMM 
Return by December 17 to Norma Hensley, 130 Curtiss Hall 
PART C: IDENTIFY CRITICAL COMMUNICATION CONTENT AREAS/CONCEPTS 
Instructions: In this section, please use the scale of I to 6 (1 =strongly disagree, 6=strongly agree) to indicate the extent to 
which you agree with each of the following items. Circle the appropriate numbers on the scale. 
Strongly disagree Disa ree Somewhat disagree Somewhat agree A ree Strong! agree 
2 3 4 5 6 
Content Area/Concepts I. Important for students Include in my courses III. Want more information 
1;1iit{iidaditt.f ~J.wif m ·11i)Wi&Il t~\w3ft6~{fr~$}.ij ;t&m1i :tti{fJ'Vi;ttmffitN1{L ,%<&jrtit%*1~ti~;§i~Yl;~lrf 
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ss international au 3 4 5 2 3 4 5 6 3 4 
.,1~t~P~:ttri~ts1n11r111t ±~~•~11I1ifa¥ ¥~l~Bkf~\11;~tis\gt %ta%1u! 0w1: 
·te cover letters 3 3 4 5 6 3 4 
: ~1ii~1.lfqµ~tjf ;I~fiJJ;t litl ltl lw~Iltl f1~\1lft i5J~Lw,. A W , •••••• , 
nduct intervie 5 4 5 6 
'"]ilii~gmi\ii it: tiiiif fiit2l~izltlql1it&l~! 
I'~'~iiifiiliJ: ttltli -•~t.1tl ii1tt ±t:-1.!llt~t!m.'i;{ 
roduct/service 5 4 5 4 5 6 
,::':~·Iiil~1il0l(ltm'. ilwt~!if: '!}!flllll~f! Iiftll'.1~i w.!tl 0~iiiil1 
gotiate sales 5 4 5 
mm:rnt1.t'llrit~1i: miittl ri1ri•~111i 
:irifiiiiiiirliti~~ s.~1;1111iiwt1I}J i11i11iI11 itt( 
ite newsletter/ 2 3 2 3 4 5 
;]~mt~~~r~l~i l&1f,~ i{lli1[ IMf;ltil1tlr;~;;;Jt'. 
ite a research 2 3 2 3 4 5 
i:tfll\lr@PIIJlrt1tilti1tliti1;11i1iit!0 1il~!li ~tJ1I Jt.ti l[1ttli1} .  . . . . iti(lii¼lflil l t . 
ormulate thesis/ osition stateme 2 3 4 5 6 l 2 3 4 5 6 
2 rofessional arti I 2 3 4 5 6 I 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 
~,:liii~~!i~: !J!f!1±1I~rilfti 11tti i:11i1,1 .6 ·· ·· · ·· ·  · ··· ···· 1 · 1;11i8t~r~11wi~r it11iirw ttii2t1! ;1ti, 11:r11fti21111i1E 
(tables, graphs, etc.) 1 2 3 4 5 4 5 6 4 5 6 
_JI . ....  . .... .. .. . . .. . :f~ltlilini-Iiiii~~:t~;? JJJgJlEllll1tF.!i~ii!~J :::!!tll~~1JJl~f'.§l~l0 !f1tliii!~1!iliil~ilt 
32. Write instructions/manuals 1 2 3 4 5 4 5 6 4 5 6 
11,as: r';S¥:niesw;;&$1~~1:.v:eri:re.oit 
34. Write progress memos/re 4 5 6 









44. Create .... . ····  . .. .. :¢.~[~~:~iiW>.n.~. 
,~~tB~kf.i;g~: 
ign PowerPoint 
. .  . . .... ~:#i;@:;,R~y@f~gq~ 
~$~:~. 
52. Be ethical in comm 
~::§~{ :::JJ§~lfl.9'.iiff!!~gumfH.r 
54. Use · 
!tssi t~wB't .. 
- 3 - Survey Draft 8.doc 
11/22/99 
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PART D: IDENTIFY CHANGES IN YOUR CLASSROOM LEARNING ENVIRONMENT 
In the past couple of years, I have changed my class(es) in ways that I believe have resulted in enhanced student learning. 
Yes O No O If you marked "no," please skip to Part E. 
Instructions: The following questions ask about changes in how you help student learning. Please circle the numbers in front 
of all changes you have made in the past couple of years. 
I . Increase amount of written work I require from my students. 
2. Increase amount of oral work I require from my students. 
3. Increase amount of visual work I require from my students. 
4. Increase in-class discussion with my students. 
5. Increase peer review in my classes . 
6. Increase student collaboration in my classes. 
7. Provide more substantive feedback to my students on their communication progress. 
8. State course communication goals or objectives more explicitly in my syllabus and/or assignment sheets. 
9. State criteria for grading communication-intensive activities and assignments more explicitly in my syllabus and/or 
assignment sheets. 
10. Increase my availability to students via online or face-to-face conferences. 
I I. Provide models of documents and presentations. 
12. Change my interaction with students to encourage deeper thinking about communication. 
13 . Focus less on what/ cover and more on what students learn about communication. 
14. Other (please identify) ______________________________ _ 
PART E: IDENTIFY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
I. Explain briefly two of your most successful communication activities and/or assignments. 
a. 
b. 
2. What are two important things that could help you improve student learning about communication? 
a. 
b. 
3. Please list two communication-intensive activities or assignments you would like to add to your course(s). 
a. 
b. 
PART F: DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL WRITING 
We're interested in knowing about the writing you do as a professional. Indicate the number of articles you have written in 




Books (please specify type of book: collection. 
textbook, research volume) 
Conference Presentations 
Poster Presentations 
Internal Reports for College or University 
Grants/Proposals 
What percentage of your appointment is in research? 
- 4 -
PEDAGOGY THEORY /RESEARCH 
% 
PROFESSIONAL PRACTICE 
Survey Draft 8.Joc 
I 1/22/99 
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Pleo.se check the appropriate box if you currently serve or have served in the past in either capacity: 
0 Editorial/peer review board for a professional journal 
0 Editor or assistant editor for a professional journal 
Thank you for taking the time to fl LL out this survey. Your candid responses are appreciated. 




COVER LETTER AND DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
OF SCIENCE AND TECH N OLOGY 
December 10, 1999 
Dear Colleagues: 
110 
Collc~c of .-\~rinilturc 
Academic Program::-
134 Curtiss Hall 
Ames . lowa j OL) 1 1 -1 L1 5L1 
515 294-661-+ 
FA.\ 515 294-5334 
In 1991, when you, the faculty in the College of Agriculture, voted to include communication-
intensive credits for graduation, I never imagined that the program would garner both university-
wide and national attention. In the years since AgComm started, many faculty have made 
dramatic efforts to embed oral, written, and visual communication in their courses. Anecdotal 
feedback tells us the results are good. 
Now, however, anecdotal feedback is not sufficient, and it's time to do a formal assessment. 
Accompanying this letter, you'll find a questionnaire that includes six categories: 
• demographic information 
• perceptions regarding communication in technical agriculture courses 
• critical communication content areas/concepts 
• changes in your classroom learning environment 
• comments 
• your professional writing 
Our pilot testing suggests that completing the questionnaire takes approximately 20 minutes. 
Please find time in your busy schedules to respond to the questionnaire in a timely manner. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Best regards, 
/ ) ~- . 
~/D, ~a 
Eric 0. Hoiberg -
Associate Dean 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY Dcp:1rtmcm L1f .-\gricultural Eduotwn :mJ StuJ1c::--
201 Curtiss Hall 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
December 10, 1999 
Dear Faculty Member: 
Ames . Iowa 50(.11 1-1 oy1 
Administration and Graduate Programs 515 294-5q 
Research and Extension Programs 5 1 5 294-5872 
l indcrgraduate Programs 5 1 5 294-6024 
The administrators of the AgComm program are conducting a survey of College of Agriculture 
undergraduate teaching faculty. We are interested in exploring your perceptions about 
communication and the ways you incorporate communication skills in your classroom. 
For the results of this study to accurately represent the collegiate faculty, each questionnaire 
must be completed and returned. Responding should take approximately 20 minutes of your 
time, your response is critical to the success of the study. The results. of the study will be used to 
provide evaluation input about the AgComm program and to complete a Master's of Science 
degree. We would urge you to complete the questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope 
by December 17, 1999. 
You may be assured that your responses will remain completely confidential. The questionnaire 
has an identification number that will allow us to check you name off the mailing list when the 
questionnaire is returned. The identification number will then removed. We will never place 
your name on the questionnaire. Your participation is completely voluntary, and you may 
withdraw at any time. Your completion of the enclosed questionnaire indicates your agreement 
to participate in this study. 
If you have questions about the study, please write or call. Allison Hopkey can be reached by 
email at ahopkey@iastate.edu or by telephone at work at 294-4349 or at home at 956-3212. Robert 
Martin can be reached by email at drmartin@iastate.edu or by telephone at 294-5904. 




Agricultural Education & Studies 
~[lli 1}/f l 
Robert A. Martin 
DEO, Agricultural Education & Studies 
Major Professor 
112 
Questionnaire about Faculty Perceptions 
Concerning the Integration of Communication-
Intensive Activities and Assignments into 
Undergraduate Technical Agriculture Classes 
If you have questions, contact: 
• Allison Hopkey, (w) 294-4349 or 
(h) 956-3212, 
ahopkey@iastate.edu 
• Robert Martin, 294-5904, 
drmartin @iasta te.ed u 
Please complete and return 
by December 17, 1999. 
Thank you. 
A 
·tit , . 
. ) .. ,..,_. 
. :..:_ 
. -~ .. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT FACULTY PERCEPTIONS CONCERNING 
THE INTEGRATION OF COMMUNICATION-INTENSIVE ACTIVITIES 
AND ASSIGNMENTS INTO TECHNICAL CLASSES 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to discover faculty perceptions about the integration of 
communication activities and assignments in technical classes. Please answer each question. 
Thank you for your time and cooperation. 
KEY TERM5,/ N SURVEYf?::f ·'. · .. •·· <• / . . .'.;: if ;·\{t[' ( .;\~'.f'([~}~ff}0~! 
Faculty: uridergra~uat~·teaching faculty in' the. ISUCollege_ of ~grictjltur½,'.:L 
{::::~i:~:e:~!J~!:~;j;::1i~:!~i~1:~ttf ]f ;lf tt!~t~1~t!~~\;;; 
PART A: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Instructions: Please respond to each question. 
1. Male O Female 0 
2. Tenure-track Yes O No 0 Are you tenured now? Yes O No 0 
3. What department( s) are you in? 
0 Ag & Biosystems Engineering 
0 Ag Education & Studies 
0 Agronomy 
0 Animal Ecology 
0 Animal Science 















4. How many years have you been teaching? Total 
0 Microbiology 
0 Plant Pathology 
0 Sociology 
0 Zoology/Genetics 
[Specify number of years of each: High School __ Community College __ 
College/University __ Extension/Corporate __ ] 
5. How many years have you been teaching at ISU? __ 
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PART A: DEMOGRAPHICS CONTINUED 
6. What is your highest degree? 
Assoc. 0 M.S. 0 M.A. 0 M.Ed. 0 Ed.D. 0 Ph.D. 0 
Other O (Specify __ ) 
7. What percentage of your appointment is in teaching?_% 
8. Do you hold a joint appointment? Yes O No 0 
If yes, in what department besides the College of Ag? ___ _ 
9. How many courses do you typically teach per semester? 
Fall__ Spring _ Summer_ 
10. How many AgComm workshops about teaching communication-intensive activities and 
assignments in your classes have you attended since the workshops began in 1992? 
0 0 1-5 0 6-10 0 11-15 0 15+ 0 
11. Do you have an administrative appointment within the department? Yes O No 0 
Within the college? Yes O No 0 
12. What communication-intensive courses have you taught since 1992? 
COURSE NAME & NUMBER NUMBER OF APPROXIMATE 
COMMUNICATION- NUMBER OF 
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PART 8: PERCEPTIONS ABOUT COMMUNICATION IN TECHNICAL COURSES IN THE 
COLLEGE OF AG RI CULTURE 
Instructions: In this section, please use the scale of 1 to 6 (l=strongly disagree, 6=strongly 
agree) to indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following items. Circle the 
appropriate numbers on the scale. In the space below each question, comment about your · 
response to any question that you feel strongly about. 
Strongly disagree Disa ree Somewhat disagree Somewhat agree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 In general, faculty should _ support sfuden_ts' development by helping them 
understand the importance of communication in the professional world. 
2. Technical classes are an appropriate place to incorporate communication 
activities and assignments. 
3 · Development of students '. communication: ~kills . should l:,e _one of the · 
principal concemsofISU's College ofAgriculture: .·. · · 
4. The process of communicating, especially writing, promotes learning that 
does not occur by thinking alone. 
5 The College of Agriculture should encourage thefotiusion _of at least some 
communication-intensive activities or assignments fc;>r everycour~e in the · 
.college. 
6. In disciplinary courses, students should learn about the interrelationship of 
communication and technical knowledge. 
7 Students should learn about communication skills primarily outside their 
technical agriculture classes. 
8. Overall, I support the idea of integrating communication-intensive 
activities and assignments into my courses. 
9 Part of my responsibility is to help students in my classes become skillful 
thinkers and communicators. 
10. In my classes, I try to help students grasp the importance of communication 
in the professional world. 
Strongly a oree 
6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
123.456 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
123456 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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PART 8: PERCEPTION ABOUT COMMUNICATION CONTINUED 
Strongly disagree Disa 0 ree Somewhat disagree Somewhat agree A~ee 
1 2 3 4 5 
I feel prepared to incorporate comn;mmcation-intensive activities ~nd· _, 
··• · assi~n~ents. intp. m~'cj!f !~;_;;' ..••.• ;;
1
:t}i.} ,;;·~•<";(@;•)/ · ·  \ .' '.· ... ·;>,::::?i ·, 
12. I am aware of the AgComm program, which can help me integrate 1 2 3 4 5 6 
communication-intensive activities and assignments into my courses. 
i'3'' r' a~ o{ campus 'resource~ t~~t-~~' help,~~ i~t~grate coil1IIl.~nication- : .1 -·2 j '.:A c5 : 6 
-_ intensive,activities and assignments_ into-my,cour~es_. )::~ .,- : ~- , .: \. ·_:,: ·.·. 
-. ,.,:; (· , ,,:;{'.<,,J _ .••· __ '/~'':"\f;·;(:':::>::j:\·\'J<(':: ' ·.__-,,_'{' . 
14. My students should develop competence in oral, written, and visual 1 2 3 4 5 6 
communication. 
il;•;:~::t~ii_ .. s_-,_:· ..:~_,., h···.·•.~.--n.··.0_·.,~~-t, .. ·.'.e,::.····.~.; ,··~-  ... :.d·•.·.n: ... d,: .. _t , ..• _u;.·.r.·.•··'~s:·:·:t., •... ,::v···:.-..·.·•n,.··-•t.tla0t~ij~1~1\\~~i~~i~i~f:~fi_._~~,.ji,!(.~r![i;~~!{ztt&A 
'-~• ~,- .-~~ · . . -.;.)/--~~-~ .. -- _ - . __ -__ . , .. ,,,. ~- . -.. r:_ ::-J~:?_/;:/~t:~::~~:;.-~}:~ttt,<:L'~-:,.r:A::;;.·~~:.f.,:.~r~Ji::~i~::~~\t~~:~~-:~~:(:\:r}. . . - . _;<·._:::•~-~:-,, ?; ~:.<t-~ ,-. 
16. Students need to be able to adapt their visual displays, written documents, 
and oral presentations to different audiences. 
18. Students must be aware of the purpose(s) of the visual displays, written 
documents, and oral presentations they prepare. 
] 9 : .. Shide~ts need to l~~ \;ayS:,to· atjaptJ h~\dJs/gnhr,: tli~Ii_ vi~~·ctl.;d1spi~y:s:·:'. · .. 
/ wr[~&~ docum~nrs: arrdttpreseiitlltio~~ tl)e Ji~~fi8~',i\~i\{ ·· ·· · · 
20. Students should learn their discipline's conventions for organizing 
information. 
21 . Students n~ed to learn. effective ways to supp.6rrg~p.~ralizat.i~ns: 
. . . ·• .. ·' ' . . . ' : : . . . . .... . 
22. Students learn to be effective communicators by having good models of 
communication in their field. 
23· ~onventional mechanics fud grammar•are riec~ssary:. butnot sufficient to 
determine the effectiveniss of visual displays, wri~ten documents, and oral 
presentations. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
· 1; 23456 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
·123456 
117 
SURVEY OFF ACULTY ABOUT COMMUNICATION -INTENSIVE APPROACHES/ AGCOMM 
Return by December 17 to Norma Hensley, c/o AgComm, 130 Curtiss Hall 
PART C: IDENTIFY CRITICAL COMMUNICATION CONTENT AREAS/CONCEPTS 
Instructions: In Part I, please use the scale of 1 to 6 (l=strongly disagree, 6=strongly 
agree) to indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the following items. Circle 
the appropriate numbers on the scale. In Part II and III, check the box if you agree. 
Strongly disagree Disagree Somewhat disagree Somewhat agree Agree 
1 2 3 
Content Area/Concepts 
1. Collaborate with peers 
2. Provide leadership for a team 
3. Be a productive team member 
4. Develop decision-making processes 
5. Develop active listening skills 
. ,:. 
6. Address international audiences 
7. Write resumes . .. . , 
8. Write cover letters 
9. Create interview questions . · 
10. Participate in interviews 
11 Evaluate employees . 
. ' -~ 
12. Use word processing software 
13 Use design/layout software 
14. Write product/service announcements 
15 Use advertising kits for media 
16. Negotiate sales 
17 Explain product benefits 
18. Give sales presentations 
19 Create product-specification sheets 
20. Write newsletter/newspaper articles 
21 Write press releases 
22. Write a research paper 
23 Write a proposal 
24. Formulate position statements 
25 Select authoritative, credible sources 
I. Important for 
students 
4 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
•· 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 -1 · 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 · 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
l 2 3 4 -5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 ·3 . 4 .5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
. 
5 





Ill. Want more 
information 
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PART C: IDENTIFY CRITICAL CONTENT AREA/CONCEPTS CONTINUED 
Stron Disagree Somewhat disa ree Somewhat agree Agree Strongly agree 
2 3 
Content Area/Concepts 
26. Write professional articles 
27 ,. Collect and ariaiyie ·cfafa<:: . . 
::.<:,· ... ::: .. ;.=~-<:.. . .• :.- ·- - . ·,. _.·. >;. . > .. ·: --.L<: · ...... ,,., :;: r,-·:· . _ ,;-· .. 
28. Create data displays in tables/graphs 
. 2?,\' \!se .spreadshee~~~a~~b~j§}~f t*ar~ ?: 
30. Use visuals (tables, graphs, etc.) 
·3_1 ., Use phoio-retouthing software 
,v'• • • : • • • .,.,:!:=.~,•:_ 
32. Write instructions/manuals 
3? ,. Write i1fve,stiga#ve repqEt,s·.,·, : 
;,.";· . ,·. ,...,. ~:- .-.. . ;' ::,;•··;~,·;: ' "; ·:. . -~t- .. ,,:,- ~:. : .. " 
34. Write progress memos/reports 
4 5 6 
I. Important for II. Include in Ill. Want more 
students my courses 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 -- 2 ,•3_;,4 _' ·5 . 6 , 
.· ,:-J/\> . ..:~---,~-:/~-. ~- ·_ .. ->_·· : ~> .. : .. /2.:-,,~.-,-~. :-
information 
·.Yes-0 · · 
2 3 4 5 6 Yes O Yes 0 
· ------· ""···· ... , .... --. - · .• :_, ___ _.:, .. '_ .• y·_ e····s·o·. -- - ., .. ,·· · ·· · ·, }~:?J::.:r4··;5, ·6 ... ... .'. 
4 5 6 Yes O Yes 0 
5 - -6 - · <:e~/ ? · 
4 5 
:'Jes:O?i::i\ -
·:-'3.{ ;t:~;wdte-rec§~ T .~~~~!~~ff§g9:q'~; •.•1:: ·_-· ---··,.;"",.~"- --'•• .. ·,·· --·L.-. · · '•·•~:.::_-,•_:.?f §l5~~,":::•;•'.·. _·:_-\,.::ii,? ~r-~,>(l{I·r: 
36. Write lab reports 
.;?37:~::_::~1-~~ --~-~,!i~-~~I?P~-~~~~~iil£i:it\:t··:t·~\~r\ 
38. Communicate with colleagues 
... :~:1::::·•;~9~ct..~ct_; S~i~~~·~{~s~~i.~ilt:>•I;·:·::··· 
40. Answer phone calls 
}1;:.,i:::??~Yr.~il.s§-~f~efs'.~.'.1<5-iPki?J~·:,:-,>~\:._· 
42. Write/respond to emails 
-43 '·: Participate_ 1n .onlirie disc~ssio-n . 
.. groups ·'<,,,. -:;~ ;·:c:/;\:L,':,.,~. ,,, 
44. Create Web sites 
45 . Conduct ~~Il;:?~~~~t10~~,\(? ,_- ": · :.;· 
46. Create poster presentations 
4 7 Prepare cq11ference preseJ?.t~tions .. 
48. Design PowerPoint presentations 
49 Prepare keynote addresses . 
.. 
50. Deliver keynote addresses 
51 - Create/edit video clips · 
........ 
52. Be ethical in communication 
53 . Use non-discrimiri~toryJanguage . 
54. Use conventional grammar/mechanics 
55 Write appealing senten~es/paragraphs 
.: '._ _ 
_ .-(./ ... -\'~•~ = ; -:.:~·,;::C::::;,.:.;,, __ .. <,:.-:-.=,· 
Y 
ti:f'':;0y-g8 , . ._ - : 
--~- _::·\.__·,.:_;,:";.,_·; _ _._~•-_: ::; .. ;· .. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
-1 . · 2: . :~ : 4;·. 5'' ·. 6 
. -~ :.-: \t{ ;: -.~:.:·_· .. : . ·, .: __ f.::: ·,,, , 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1, 2.·:3 :7 ·4 
. . . 5 - :6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 '4 .. ,5 6 
., . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 · 2 · 3 ' 4 ·- 5 6 
.• 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
.r; .. ·,-.,.· 
:ye$ O:,_. 
-=:=-.-.. ,:~ .... :~:'~~'-t:,_/ .":~;::'. -~' , . 
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PART 0: IDENTIFY CHANGES IN YOUR CLASSROOM LEARNING ENVIRONMENT 
In the past couple of years, I have changed my class(es) in ways that I believe have resulted in 
enhanced student learning. 
Yes O No O If you marked "no," please skip to Part E. 
Instructions: The following questions ask about changes in how you help student learning. 
Please circle the numbers in front of all changes you have made in the past couple of years. 
1. Increase amount of written work I require from my students. 
2. Increase amount of oral work I require from my students. 
3. Increase amount of visual work I require from my students. 
4. Increase in-class discussion with my students. 
5. Increase peer review in my classes. 
6. Increase student collaboration/teamwork in my classes. 
7. Provide more substantive feedback to my students about their communication progress. 
8. State course communication goals or objectives more explicitly in my syllabus and/or on 
assignment sheets. 
9. State criteria for grading communication-intensive activities and assignments more 
explicitly in my syllabus and/or on assignment sheets. 
10. Increase my availability to students via online or face-to-face conferences. 
11. Provide models of documents and presentations. 
12. Encourage students to think more deeply about professional communication. 
13. Focus less on what I cover and more on what students learn about communication. 
14. Other (please identify) 
PART E: IDENTIFY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
1. Explain briefly two of your most successful communication activities and/or assignments. 
a. 
b. 
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PART E: COMMENTS CONTINUED 




PART F: DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL COMMUNICATION 
We're interested in knowing about the communication you create as a professional. Indicate the 
number of publications/presentations you have in each category over the past.five years. 





Books (please specify type of book: 
collection, textbook, research volume) 
Conference Presentations 
Poster Presentations 
Internal Reports for College or 
University 
Grants/Proposals 
What percentage of your appointment is in research? __ % 
Please check the appropriate box if you currently serve or have served in the past in either 
capacity: 
0 Editorial/peer review board for a professional journal 
0 Editor or assistant editor for a professional journal 
0 None of the above 
If you would be willing to discuss these communication-intensive activities and assignments 
in more depth, please list your name and email. 
Name: __________________ _ 
Email address: ________________ _ 
Thank you for taking the time to fill out this survey. Your candid responses are appreciated. 
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PLEASE FEEL FREE TO WRITE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS You MIGHT 
HAVE IN THIS SPACE 
IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 
122 
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, ,,_ 12. a /CJ 'f , ; , s- r n-i 
allfaculty@agmail.ag.iastate.edu,l-14/2000 8:14 AM -0600,Fwd: AgComm questi 
To: allfaculty@agmail.ag.iastate.edu 
From: Joyce Shiers <jshiers@iastate.edu> 




Dear Ag Faculty: 
To those of you who have already filled out the AgComm questionnaire and returned it, 
or who do not teach undergraduate classes, please disregard this message. 
For those of you who have not completed the questionnaire, please do so as soon as you 
can. We know this is an extremely busy time of year for you, but your opinions are 
important. Please return the questionnaire to Norma Hensley, c/ o AgComm, 130 Curtiss 
as soon as possible. 
We would also like to extend a sincere thank you to those of you who have already 
completed and returned the questionnaire. Your opinions are valued and helpful. 
Best regards, 
Allison Hop key 
Researcher 
Allison Hopkey 
Graduate Research Assistant 
Dept. of Ag Education & Studies 
Iowa State University 
223 Curtiss 
Ames IA 50011 
tel: (515) 294-4349 
fax: (515) 294-0530 
ahop key@iasta te. ed u 
1 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
January 18, 2000 
Dear Respondent: 
125 
Department of Agricultural Educ:rnon and Studic:--
201 Curtiss Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011-1050 
Administration and Graduate Programs 515 294-500-1 
Research and Extension Programs 515 294-5872 
Undergraduate Programs 5 15 294-6924 
We know that this is a busy time for you, but we do need your help! 
You recently received a questionnaire from us asking you to help us assess perceptions of 
communication in the College of Agriculture and evaluate the AgComm program. To 
date, we have not received your completed questionnaire. If you mailed it recently, we 
want to thank you for your participation. 
If you haven ' t mailed your responses, would you take the time to complete the enclosed 
survey? Please return it in the envelope provided by January 26, 2000. 
Your response is very important to us. We appreciate your time and effort, as we 
continue the process of evaluating the AgCornm program. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
OJi {JC!!\_ tbp/(cz;r 
Allison Hopkey U 
Master's Candidate 
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APPENDIXD. 
FACULTY'S WRITTEN COMMENTS 
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The following are faculty responses to question El: "Explain briefly two of your 
most successful communication activities and/or assignments." The responses were 
entered as written; no corrections in spelling or grammar were made. 
• PowerPoint presentations by groups 
• Term papers with drafts reviewed by instructor 4-6 weeks before final version due 
• A book article in PNAS 
• Students present capsule summaries (both oral and written) of current events (scientific, 
regulatory, public interest, etc.) in our field for extra credit. One per student per week is 
allowed. 
• Require term paper 
• Design cases for discussion in class -- call on students 
• Many short written assignments requiring data gathering and analysis, other from the Web 
• Memo to a "boss" on experimental results 
• Research paper 
• Reviewing a topic (seminar-format) 
• Critique of other students' talks 
• Learning pairs 
• Peer review of written work 
• Students develop a newsletter on topics of keen personal interest through a semester-long 
peer-review process. 
• Students develop a position regarding a critical factor affecting the fruit industry. 
Through a semester-long process and as a group, the students develop written, spoken, and 
electronic position responses. 
• Student must research a scientifically controversial subject, write a paper on it, and come 
to a justified conclusion, then defend it before class in oral report. 
• Student must research an assigned topic, develop a class lecture on it and present it to 
class 
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• Class discuss about big picture questions 
• Short, small-group, in-class discussions 
• In-class, small-group "assignments" 
• Team problem solving in laboratories 
• Force students to team up, study my lecture notes for 20 minutes, then organize and 
present that lecture/concept to the class 
• Forcing students to develop perfect lab reports. I grade 80% based on communications 
and 20% based on accuracy of data. 
• Demonstrations by students (technical subject demonstrated) 
• Reflection activity 
• Stranger assignment asks students to observe someone different from them in a 
communication/organization context 
• Self-analysis exercise that is submitted to review by their team members 
• Students work in teams researching a topic and then give a class presentation 
• Students write what they believe and value regarding agricultural education 
• Written instructions 
• Powerpoint presentation 
• Econ 336: students required to role play a salesperson and give a sales presentation to a 
customer who is role played by an actual salesperson 
• Econ 332: students analyze case studies and compete as teams while role playing boards 
of directors 
• Divide class into 5 discussion groups of 4-5 each. In class before I give the whole class 5 
questions that are assigned randomly to the groups. The groups have a presenter and 
about 5 minutes to prepare a group answer and then the other groups can have comments. 
This takes about 20 minutes of a 75-minute period. 
• Write a research paper 
• Give oral presentations 
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• Students give one presentation on a topic related to my course 
• Students evaluate the presentations by other students 
• Presentation graphics of results 
• Survey of students on campus about ecological issues/know ledge 
• Peer review of written assignments 
• Formal debate of a professional issue 
• A consulting report to a real client 
• Oral report to the board of directors 
• Having the students write short responses to current events that may affect them in the 
future. 
• Students were asked to give a 3-minute oral presentation on a current food safety issue, 
then lead an in-class discussion on the topic. 
• Students had to prepare a written critique of a food safety related topic, which was written 
for two different audiences. 
• Group projects: usually group paper on class topics 
• Preview: randomly pick one student to present a preview of the day's topic 
• Brief review (written) of each weekly food plant? 
• Topic presentation in class 
• In class presentations 
• Require journals 
• Designate a student to present a summary of today's lecture at the beginning of the next 
lecture 
• Ask students to interview a person working in the topics covered in class and write a 
report about it. 
• Team project reports during class presentations 
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• Experiment report based on format of a scientific journal 
• Management proposal and plan 
• Term paper and presentation (including powerpoint) 
• Research data gathering and report (using spreadsheets) 
• In-class debate with pre-assigned teams of students: They read specific papers from the 
literature on controversial topics and then "argue" about the pros and cons. This is by far 
the best communication activity, according to the students. 
• Group work on in-depth homework problems that require discussion and problem solving. 
This approach will improve and I get to use it more in the future. 
• Poster presentation by seniors at industry gatherings. The Iowa Dairy Products 
Association rescheduled and relocated their annual meeting to accommodate this class 
project. 
• Term paper: they can turn it in as many times as they wish and continue revisions until it 
earns the grade they want. 
• Team investigative reports 
• Team oral presentations 
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The following are faculty responses to question E2: "What are two important 
things that could help you improve student learning about communication?" The 
responses were entered as written; no corrections in spelling or grammar were made. 
• Students need better preparation earlier. Many students are underprepared entering 
college. Quite a few students have serious [problems] with writing especially. 
• Improving motivation/desire of students, again especially writing. 
• Better instruction on mechanics of delivery 
• More time for critiquing student efforts 
• Shorter writing assignments (more) 
• Critique each others work 
• More class activity time 
• Assistance with review/grading 
• Personal willingness to do more classroom discussion in lecture. ? are easy with more 
time. 
• Get examples 
• More formal grammar/writing courses 
• More intensive communication focused courses in the technical areas 
• Linking courses across the college 
• Feedback- more variety and better matched to students' goals 
• More "how to" newsletters with examples 
• Continuation of agcomm workshops (alternative times of offering should be considered 
• Better basic training for students 
• More emphasis on communication 
• More effective writing skills 
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• More money to purchase communication software to use in my classes 
• More time 
• I am interested in having the students learn to communicate in all ways, but emphasizing 
written communication. 
• The thing I need most is a reduction in the number of students in the class. 
• Increased use of communication activities and assignments within my course 
• Have students listen and critique their peers' presentations 
• More time to individualized learning 
• I don't know exactly what is being asked in this question. 
• Practicing communication during the class, whether oral or written 
• Demonstrate the importance of effective communication 
• Have students write more 
• Teaching assistant 
• 2nd teaching assistant 
• Less administrative work and other busy work that distracts from getting important work 
(teaching, research) done. Enough reports! 
• More time! ! 
• See above 
• Additional TA support 
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The following are faculty responses to question E3: "Please list two 
communication-intensive activities or assignments you might like to add?" The 
responses were entered as written; no corrections in spelling or grammar were made. 
• Short (more frequent) oral presentation on disciplinary course subjects. 
• Short student group discussions of material during class 
• My courses are too large for communication-intensive activities 
• More writing activities (short) 
• More reflection activities 
• Communicating by email 
• Communicating by telephone 
• In-class problem solving and discussion 
• Student reflective writing assignments 
• The most important thing is to decide what the course objectives are and design learning 
activities to accomplish the objectives. I do not believe we should start with a 
communication activity and find a place to use it. 
• None: It [The class] is full of them and I can't fit any more in. 
• Group discussions to encourage team work and interaction 
• Nothing in particular at this time. 
• I have enough now. 
• Team projects 
• More debates 
• A weekly discussion section (not required) where we read and then discuss an important 
paper (typically a recent one) on a topic related to that week's lectures. I would make this 
discussion section optional, however. 





Part C: Identify Critical Communication Content Areas/Concepts 
I. II. III. 
Content Area/Concepts Important for students Include in my Want more 
courses information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Yes No Yes No 
1. Collaborate with 0.0 0.9 1.8 10.7 46.4 38.4 73.2 25.9 5.4 3.8 peers 
2. Provide leadership 0.0 0.9 1.8 30.4 for a team 
42.9 22.3 44.6 54.5 4.5 94.6 
3. Be a productive team 0.0 0.9 0.0 16.1 member 38.4 
42.9 60.7 37.5 7.1 91.1 
4. Develop decision- 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.1 45.5 44.6 64.3 33.0 4.5 92.9 making processes 
5. Develop active 0.0 0.9 0.0 8.9 43.8 43.8 49.1 48.2 6.3 91.1 
listening skills 
6. Address international 0.0 2.7 14.3 43 .8 26.8 9.8 13.4 83.9 3.6 94.6 
audiences 
7. Write resumes 1.8 1.8 5.4 20.5 44.6 21.4 10.7 84.8 3.6 92.9 
8. Write cover letters 0.9 0.9 8.0 17.0 48 .2 21.4 8.0 88.4 3.6 93.8 
9. Create interview 2.7 5.4 12.5 37.5 26.8 10.7 14.3 81.3 1.8 94.6 questions 
10. Participate in 2.7 2.7 6.3 28.6 36.6 19.6 13.4 83.0 1.8 95 .5 interviews 
1: Evaluate employees 2.7 10.7 14.3 27.7 32.1 8.0 7.1 88.4 2.7 92.9 
12. Use word processing 0.0 0.9 2.7 8.9 44.6 41.1 48.2 50.9 1.8 97.3 
software 
1: Use design/layout 0.9 3.6 8.0 39.3 26.8 17.9 20.5 75.9 2.7 93.8 software 
14. Write product/service 3.6 10.7 23 .2 39.3 13.4 4.5 3.6 91.1 0.0 94.6 
announcements 
1~ Use advertising kits 6.3 16.1 32.1 30.4 8.9 0.9 1.8 92.9 0.9 93.8 
for media 
16. Negotiate sales 8.0 12.5 29.5 27.7 13.4 4.5 4.5 91.1 0.9 94.6 
r Explain product 4.5 9.8 17.9 28.6 27.7 6.3 9.8 84.8 0.9 93.8 
benefits 
18. Give sales 7.1 10.7 25.0 29.5 15.2 7.1 6.3 88.4 0.9 93.8 presentations 
I~ Create product- 7.1 10.7 23.2 31.3 19.6 1.8 2.7 91.1 0.0 93.8 specification sheets 
20. Write newsletter/ 2.7 6.3 16.1 37.5 25.0 6.3 10.7 82.1 0.0 93 .8 newspaper articles 
2: Write press releases 2.7 8.0 21.4 34.8 22.3 4.5 8.0 85 .7 0.0 93.8 
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Part C: (continued) 
I. II. III. 
Content Area/Concepts Important for students Include in my Want more 
courses information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Yes No Yes No 
22. Write a research 0.0 0.9 2.7 13.4 49.1 33.0 53.6 45.5 1.8 97.3 paper 
2~ Write a proposal 0.0 0.9 4.5 17.9 52.7 20.5 32.1 65.2 0.9 96.4 
24. Formulate position 0.0 3.6 12.5 24.1 37.5 17.9 27.7 67.9 2.7 92.9 statements 
2~ Select authoritative, 0.0 0.0 1.8 5.4 40.2 49.1 53.6 42.9 4.5 92.0 credible sources 
26. Write professional 0.0 2.7 8.9 25 .0 31.3 29.5 40.2 57.1 1.8 95.5 articles 
2~ Collect and analyze 0.0 0.0 2.7 9.8 36.6 49.1 60.7 37.5 1.8 96.4 data 
28. Create data displays 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.9 42.0 46.4 61.6 35.7 1.8 95.5 in tables/graphs 
2~ Use spreadsheet/ 0.0 0.9 1.8 12.5 48.2 33.9 33.9 63.4 0.9 96.4 database software 
30. Use visuals (tables, 0.0 0.0 2.7 6.3 42.0 47.3 56.3 42.0 1.8 96.4 graphs, etc.) 
3: Use photo-retouching 5.4 12.5 30.4 33.0 8.9 5.4 8.0 87.5 0.9 94.6 
software 
32. Write instructions/ 2.7 10.7 27.7 35.7 13.4 4.5 5.4 89.3 1.8 92.9 
manuals 
3~ Write investigative 
reports 2.7 4.5 19.6 41.1 21.4 6.3 9.8 85.7 
1.8 93.8 
34. Write progress 0.9 2.7 8.9 32.1 35.7 16.1 20.4 79.6 2.7 93 .8 memos/reports 
3~ Write 
recommendation 1.8 2.7 14.3 34.8 26.8 15.2 15.2 80.4 1.8 93.8 
reports 
36. Write lab reports 0.0 0.9 5.4 24.1 36.6 30.4 35.7 61.6 1.8 95.5 
3~ Write software 9.8 17.9 38.4 20.5 7.1 1.8 2.7 92.9 0.9 94.6 documentation 
38. Communicate with 0.0 0.9 1.8 3.6 28.6 61.6 48.2 48.2 1.8 94.6 colleagues 
3~ Conduct training 2.7 8.9 23.2 33.0 18.8 8.9 9.8 85.7 0.9 94.6 sessions 
40. Answer phone calls 11.6 8.0 17.9 20.5 17.9 18.8 4.5 90.2 0.9 93 .8 
4 : Edit/revise peers' 1.8 2.7 4.5 29.5 33.9 22.3 28.6 66.1 2.7 92.0 documents 
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Part C: ( continued) 
I. II. III. 
Content Area/Concepts Important for students Include in my Want more 
courses information 
1 2 3 4 5 6 Yes No Yes No 
42. Write/respond to 3.6 5.4 12.5 20.5 33.9 19.6 14.3 81.3 0.9 94.6 emails 
4~ Participate in online 8.0 10.7 22.3 37.5 15.2 1.8 3.6 92.0 0.9 94.6 discussion groups 
44. Create Web sites 8.0 8.9 31.3 30.4 15 .2 1.8 3.6 92.0 1.8 93 .8 
4: Conduct 1.8 4.5 9.8 42.0 26.8 9.8 10.7 83.9 0.9 93.8 demonstrations 
46. Create poster 1.8 0.9 4.5 43.8 29.5 17.9 22.3 75 .9 1.8 96.4 presentations 
4~ Prepare conference 0.9 2.7 9.8 31.3 33.9 19.6 17.4 80.4 0.9 97.3 presentations 
48. Design PowerPoint 0.0 4.5 10.7 28.6 31.3 21.4 31.3 65.2 2.7 93.8 presentations 
4~ Prepare keynote 6.3 10.7 29.5 25.9 13.4 8.9 4.5 90.2 0.9 93.8 addresses 
50. Deliver keynote 6.3 11.6 29.5 25.0 14.3 8.9 5.4 90.2 0.9 94.6 addresses 
5 : Create/edit video 8.0 14.3 38.4 25.0 6.3 10.8 0.9 92.9 0.9 92.9 clips 
52. Be ethical in 0.0 0.0 0.9 2.7 23.2 70.5 50.9 46.4 3.6 93.8 communication 
5~ Use non- 0.0 0.0 1.8 8.0 27.7 58.9 42.0 54.5 2.7 93.8 
discriminatory 
language 
54. Use conventional 0.0 0.0 1.8 3.6 32.1 59.8 52.7 44.6 2.7 94.6 
grammar/mechanics 
5: Write appealing 0.9 0.0 1.8 5.4 25.9 61.6 53.6 42.0 4.5 91.1 sentences/paragraphs 
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Part D: Identify Changes in your Classroom Learning Environment 
Changes Percent 
Increase amount of written work I require from my students. 53.6 
Increase amount of oral work I require from my students. 49.1 
Increase amount of visual work I require from my students. 28.6 
Increase in-class discussion with my students. 58.9 
Increase peer review in my classes. 29.5 
Increase student collaboration/teamwork in my classes. 52.7 
Provide more substantive feedback to my students about their 37.5 
communication progress. 
State course communication goals or objectives more explicitly in my 29.5 
syllabus and/or on assignment sheets. 
State criteria for grading communication-intensive activities and 30.4 
assignments more explicitly in my syllabus and/or on assignment sheets. 
Increase my availability to students via online or face-to-face 37.5 
conferences. 
Provide models of documents and presentations. 22.3 
Encourage students to think more deeply about professional 34.8 
communication. 
Focus less on what/ cover and more on what students learn about 20.5 
communication. 
Other (please identify) 3.6 
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Part F: Describe your Professional Communication 
Pedagogy Theory/ Professional 
Research Practice 
Articles 0.39 10.76 2.07 
Book Chapter 0.15 1.59 0.47 
Monographs 0.00 1.36 0.33 
Books 0.00 0.24 0.00 
Conference Presentations 0.49 9.74 1.14 
Poster Presentations 0.19 4.08 0.44 
Internal Reports for College or 0.10 2.72 1.04 
University 
Grants/Proposals 0.43 7.72 0.79 
